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House Report No. M93. Report on the dis
position of certain papers by the Archivist 
by certain Federal &gencies. Ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. ELLIOTT of California: Joint Commit
tee on the Disposition of Executive Papers. 
House Report No. 2494. Report on the dis
position of papers by the Archivist by certain 
Federal agencies. Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. JARMAN: Committee on Printing. 
House Resolution 72. Resolution providing 
for the printing and binding of copies of a 
revision of Cannon's Procedure in the House 
of Representatives; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 2495). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. JARMAN: Committee on Printing. S. 
2570. An act to provide for the sale by the 
Superintendent of Documents of copies of 
certain historical and naval documents 
printed by the Government Printing Office; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2496) . Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. EBERHARTER: 
H. R. 7614. A bill to increase the annual 

base pay for female nurses of the Army and 
Navy; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. DICKSTEIN: 
H. R. .7615: A bill 1-elating to the naturali

zation of persons not citizens who serve 
honorably in the military or naval forces of 
the United States during the present war; to 
the Committee on Immigration and Naturali
zation. 

ny Mr. BULWINKLE: 
H. R. 7616. A bill for the organization and 

functions of the Public Health Service; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

By Mr. PRIEST: 
H. R. 7617. A bill to provide for universal 

service and total mobilization during any war 
in which the United States is now engaged; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

SENATE 
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 30, 1942 

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on 
the expiration of the recess. 

The Reverend Charles B. Foelsch, D. D., 
Ph. D., pastor, Luther Place Memorial 
Church, Washington, D. C., offered the 
following prayer: 

0 Thou gracious Father of us all, in 
whom we live and move and have our 
being, Thou hast been the refuge and 
the dwelling place of Thy people in all 
generations. Before the mountains were 
brought forth or ever Thou hadst formed 
the earth and the world, even from ever
lasting to everlasting, Thou art God. To 
Thee the poor and the needy have always 
turned for help, and Thou hast ever 
graciously heard their prayers. And to 
whom shall we go but unto Thee, 0 God, 
for Thou hast the words of eternal life? 
There is no good gift that we can ask 
that Thou art unable to give, and hast 
promised to give and hast already given 
to countless others of Thy people, weak 
and sinful as are we. So we come, im
ploring Thy mercy upon us, Thy people, 
this day. 

Let Thy benediction, we pray Thee, 
rest upon the President of the United 

States and upon all his counselors. Be 
with this body in all its deliberations, 
that Thy name may be honored and Thy 
people blessed. 

Be with those who are in sorrow this 
hour, with those who lie wounded upon 
the battlefield, and with the dying. Com
fort them all with Thy presence, and 
send, we pray Thee, just victory to Thy 
people in Thy day, that the nations may 
dwell together in righteousness and peace. 

Be pleased to forgive us our sins~ for 
we come humbly into Thy presence. Let 
Thy favor be with us, that the liberties 
which Thou didst vouchsafe unto the 
fathers long ago may be preserved unto 
us and to our children and our children's 
children, and that Thy name may be 
!1onored and revered, world without end. 
In Jesus' name. Amen. 

THI JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of the calen
dar day Tuesday, Septeml:3r 29, 1942, 
was dispensed with, and the Journal was 
approved. 
SOCIAL SECURITY PAY-ROLL TAXEs

NOTICE BY SENATOR VANDENBERG 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, 
yesterday I announced that I intended 
today to discuss some of the many idio
syncrasies of the distinguished Secretary 
of the Treasury, Mr. Morgenthau. Be
cause I do not wish to interfere with the 
speediest possible passage of tpe bill, I. 
am now announcing that I am postpon
ing the inquest until tomorrow. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

The VICE PRE8IDENT laid before the 
Senate the following letters, which were 
referred as indicated: 
AID TO RUBBER CONSERVATION BY PROHIBITION 

OF SPEEDING 

A letter from the Secretary of the Interior, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to aid in the conservation of rubber by the 
prohibition of speeding (with an accom
panying paper); to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE PAPERS 

A letter from the Archivist of the United 
States, transmitting, pursuant to law, list:J of 
papers and documents on the files of the 
Departments of War, Justice (2), and In
terior; the Securities and Exchange Commis
sion, National Housing Agency (4}, and the 
National Archives, which are not needed in 
the conduct of business and have no per
manent value or historical interest, and re
questing action looking toward their dis
position (with accompanying papers); to a 
Joint Select Committee on the Disposition 
of Papers in the Executive Departments. 

The VICE PRESIDENT appointed Mr. 
BARKLEY and Mr. BREWSTER members of 
the committ ee on the part of the Senate. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. McCARRAN, from th~ Commit tee 
on the District of Columbia: 

S. 2804. A bill to define the real property 
exempt from taxation in the District of Co
lumbia; with amendments. 

By Mr. MALONEY, from the Committee on 
Commerce: 

S. 2762. A bill to except from the provisions 
of section 3709 of the Revised Statutes pur-

chases or services rendered for the Depart
ment of Commerce where the amount in
volved does not exceed $100; without amend
ment (Rept. No. 1626}. 

By Mr. OVERTON, from the Committee on 
Commerce: 

S. 2623. A bill authorizing the construc
tion of certain public works in the basin of 
the Connecticut River for flood control; with
out amendment (Rept. No. 1627). 

ADDITIONAL COPIES OF FINAL REPORT 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF TEM
PORARY NATIONAL ECONOMIC COM
MITTEE 

Mr. HAYDEN, from the Committee on 
Printing, reported an original resolution 
<S. Res. 296), which was considered by 
unanimous consent and agreed to, as 
follows: 

Resolved, That 1,000 additional copies of 
Senate Document No. 35, Seventy-seventh 
Congress, first session, being the final re
port and recommendations of the Tempo
rary National Economic Committee with re
spect to the concentration of economic power 
in, and financial control over, production 
~nd distribution of goods and services, be 
printed for the use of the Senate document 
room. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
PRESENTED 

Mrs. CARAWAY, from the Committee 
on Enrolled Bills, reported that that com
mittee presented to the President of the 
United States the following enrolled bills 
and joint resolution: 

On September 25, 1942: 
S. 2610. An act to amend section 61 of the 

National Defense Act of June 3, 1916, as 
amended, for the purpose of providing State 
and Territorial military forces with such 
arms, ammunition, clothing, and equipment 
as is deemed necessary to enable them to exe
cute their internal security responsibilities 
within their respective States and Territories, 
and for other purposes. 

On September 28, 1942 : 
S. 2725. An act to increase by $600,000,000 

the amount authorized to be appropriated for 
defense housing under the act of October 14, 
1940, as amended; and 
· S. J. Res. 129. Joint resolution to remove 
certain limitations on the cost of construc
tion of Army and Navy living quarters. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. LANGER: 
S. !:!812. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Hugh 

Swifthawk; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. DAVIS: 

S. 2813. A bill to confer jurisdiction upon 
the Court of Claims of the United States to 
hear, determine, and render judgment on the 

·claim of the General State Authority of the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania; to the Com-
mittee on Claims. 

By M~· . WALSH (for himself and Mr. 
CLARK of Missouri) : 

S. 2814. A bill to provide for vocational re
habilitation and the return to civil employ
ment of certain persons disabled under cir
cumstances entitling them after discharge or 
separation from the military or naval forces 
of the United States to a pension or retire
ment pay; to the Committee or. Finance. 

CENSORSHIP 

Mr. HOLMAN. Mr. President, of the 
"four freedoms" which we are waging a 
war all over the world to establish in 
every place of the world and of which we 
are becoming bereft at home, none is 
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more important than the freedom of the 
press. 

I request unanimous consent to have 
printed ·in the CON~RESSIONAL RECORD as 
a part of my remarks an editorial on the 
subject of censorshtJ which was published 
bst Monday, September 28, in the Chris
tian Science Monitor. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Christian Science Monitor of 
September 28, 1942] 

INTIMATE MESSAGE: WASHINGTON-TROUBLE IN 
TH.E MAKING 

(By Roscoe Drummond) 
The Government is headed for trouble in 

the borderline application of the already ex
acting censorship. Washington newspaper 
and radio correspondents are virtually unani
mous in believing that censorship has re
cently been going too far afield and are yet 
to be convinced that there are not purposes 
other than military security behind it. 

This is not merely a professional dispute 
between the press, which might tend to err 
on the side of publication, and the Govern
ment's war agencies, which might tend to 
err on the side of suppression. There is dis
sent in high official quarters from the creep
ing extension of censorship regulations and 
the issue is certain to be out in the open 
shortly. 

It is censorship itself which prevents the 
full impact of this disagreement from coming 
to the surface immediately, but it will not 
be long delayed. It is only fair to add that 
it is not the Oftlce of Censorship as such 
which is responsible for the new borderline 
restrictions which have lately been imposed. 
.Byron Price, Director of Censorship, must ad
minister these restrictions, but they stem 
from other sources in the Government. 

ISSUE IS DIFFERENCE OF JUDGMENT 
The issue as it is at present coming to 

focus concerns a profound difference of judg
ment as to what information endangers the 
security of the United States and whether 
military censorship is being used to conceal 
nonmilitary purposes. 

The outcome can hardly fail to be of large 
importance. It will likely determine whether 
the coming months are going to see less cen
sorship of internal news not directly affecting 
war operations or more rigorous and sweeping 
censorship. 

It happens that the immediate issue does 
not at all affect the withholding of m1litary 
news by the armed services. It concnns de
velopments which can have political signifi
cance as well as a relationship to certain of 
the domestic phases of the war effort. It is 
for this reason that many view it as an un
necessary, unwise, and unreasonable appli
cation of the press code, and it can be said 
that it is so viewed by some officials high in 
the Government. 

The story will ultimately come out and 
will probably not be long in coming out, 
and if there is not real assurance from the 
administration that it will not happen again, 
there is reason to believe that the whole sys
tem of voluntary press censorship is in 
peril-a loss which would be harmful to the 
Government and harmful to the press. 

Involved in this borderline extension of 
censorship is the denial to independent cor
respondents of first-hand access, to news 
facts of an ultimately nonsecret character 
which later the Government is going to dis
till and give out as it sees fit. If this kind 
of censorship is not repudiated by the official 
responsible for it, there will likely be cou
rageous and independent newspapers which 
will repudiate it for themselves and will re
fuse to be bound by such an application of 
the voluntary code. 

POSSIBLE ENDING OF VOLUNTARY CENSORSHIP 
This, quite frankly, could mean the end of 

voluntary censorship and the impe>sition of 
compulsory military censorship. At least 
there are officials in the Government who be
lieve it would and who hold it as a threat 
over the heads of correspondents to make 
sure they are good boys and don't kick over 
the traces. 

It is agreed that if the press comes to the 
point where it feels it has got to decide when 
it will and when it will not accept concrete 
applications of the voluntary code, the code 
is then skating on very thin ice and may go 
under any minute. 

But have those Government officials who 
talk about the alternative of compulsory cen
sorship a real threat, or only a hollow threat? 

There can be no ali-in compulsory censor
ship of the press and radio unless it is voted 
by Congress; and while, admittedly, Congress 
has not overpowering affection for the press, 
it cannot vote to enable the Government to 
censor t:P.e press unless it thereby votes to 
enable the Government to censor Congress. 
Obviously, if the Government acquires a com
pulsory censorship, it will possess the power 
to determine exactly what the press and radio 
shall and shall not report and broadcast from 
Congress. 

Under the prevailing voluntary censorship, 
any Member of Congress is an appropriate 
authority-and therefore a printable author
ity-for anything he wishes to say. Under 
compulsor:" censorship-if Congress chose to 
enact it-some executive official in the Gov
ernment would be empowered to censor any 
statement from any Congressman which he 
decided the press or radio should not report. 
Compulsory censorship could work on no 
other basis. 

There is political dynamite 1n compulsory 
censorship, and it is not likely that the 
newspapers will be impressed by talk of its 
prospect. The new Grand Old !'arty plat
form, drawn up last week by 135 House Re
publicans, cited the need for an informed 
public opinion as the only basis of national 
unity and warns of unnecessary censorship. 

The administration will more likely retrace 
its steps than stub its toe on compulsory 
censorship. 

FARMERS' EDUCATIONAL COOPERATIVE 
UNION 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, last Fri
day while the farm bill was under dis
cussion, I took occasion to defend the 
Farmers' Educational Cooperative Union 
of America against what I consider to 
be unfair, untrue, unwarranted, and con
temptible slander. I refer to the whis
perings around the cloakroom and upon 
the floor of the senate that, because of 
the report made by Congressman DIEs 
on the various foundations established by 
the late Robert Marshall, the Farmers' 
Educational Cooperative of America was 
Communistic. 

Mr. President, I am unusually happy 
to state that I have received a telegram 
from the North Dakota Farmers' Union 
through its president, Glenn J. Talbott, 
of Jamestown, N. Dak., corroborating 
every statement I made concerning 
the Farmers' Union. This telegram 
is so straightforward, so delightfully 
frank in an age when it has even been 
charged upon this floor that one of the 
measures we are considering is "a mere 
jumble of words," that I desire to read 
this telegram in full. It is as follows: 

JAMESTOWN, N. DAK., September 30, 1942. 
Hon. WILLIAM LANGER: 

I sincerely appreciate your statement on 
the Senate floor yesterday wherein you de-

fended the Farmers' Educational and Coop
erative Union of America against the unfair 
and untrue allegations of Congressman DIES 
that the Farmers' Union has been subsidized 
by the Communist Party. The Farmers' Un
ion has at no time had any relations, finan
cial or otherwise with the Communist Party. 
The terms of the various foundations estab
lished by the late Robert Marshall are mat
ters of public knowledge. I hope that the 
fight being made by the Farmers' Union on 
behalf of working farmers may merit the 
continued confidence and support of the 
Foundation's board of trustees. You men
tioned that DIES had evidently used Gardner 
Jackson, who is a trustee of the Marshall 
Foundation as the link to connect the Na
tional Farmers' Union with the Communist 
Party. While Gardner Jackson has been ac
cused by DIES as having some relations with 
the Communist Party, so also were some 
eleven hundred other employees of the Fed
eral Government. I understand the Depart
ment of Justice was unable after exhaustive 
investigation to substantiate Mr. DIES' pur
ported evidence or his conclusions in more 
than two or three instances. I have known 
Gardner Jackson intimately for many years 
and I had as soon believe you a Communist as 
he. Mr. Jackson is employed in the United 
States Department of Agriculture. He is well 
and favorably known to the Honorable Paul 
Appleby, Under Secretary of Agriculture, the 
Honorable Claude Wickard, secretary of Agri
culture, and is a personal friend of the Presi
dent. Mr. DIEs' accusations against the Far
mers' Union and otltstanding citizens of the 
caliber of Gardner Jackson have no founda
tion in fact and I deplore and deeply regret 
such accusations and insinuations, the effect 
of which can only be designed to weaken or 
destroy our organization's effectiveness in 
support of the President's program for all
out war. Your brief mention of Gardner 
Jackson's name impels me to ask you to 
place this telegram in the CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

Sincerely yours, 
NoRTH DAKOTA FARMERS' UNION, 
GLENN J. TALBOTT, President. 

Mr. President, may I say in closing that, 
unfortunately, I have never had the 
pleasure or honor of meeting Gardner 
Jackson personallY, but I am living in the 
hope that our paths may soon cross, and 
I know that when a fine, splendid, out
standing farm leader such as Glenn J. 
Talbott says such fine things about an
other man as he has about Gardner Jack
son that Mr. Jackson must not only be a.n 
outstanding American citizen, as he says, 
but a thoroughly capable, 100-percent ef
ficient, honorable man, and I welcome to 
an unusually high degree this opportunity 
not to defend him, for he needs no de
fense, but to place this statement of his 
character and capabilities as expressed 
by the Honorable Glenn J . Talbott into 
the RECORD. 
ADDRESS BY SENATOR LUCAS TO THE 

MASSACHUSETTS DEMOCRATIC CON
VENTI ON 
[Mr. BARKLEY asked and obtained leave 

to have printed in the RECORD an address de
livered by Senator LucAS 1n Boston on Sep
tember 26, 1942, before the Democratic Con
vention of Massachusetts, which appears in 
the Appendix.] 

DRAFT OF 18- AND 19-YEAR-OLD MEN
STATEMENT BY SENATOR BURTON 

[Mr. BURTON asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the RECORD a statement 
made by him over the radio September 20, 
1942, relative to the drafting of 18- and 19-
year-old men, which appea.rs in the Appen
diX.] 
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ADDR-ESS BY SENATOR BROOKS TO 

YOUNG REPUBLICAN ORGANIZATION OF 
ILLINOIS 

[Mr. BROOKS asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD an address de
livered by him in Peoria, Dl., on September 
27, 1942, at the annual convention of the 
Young Republican Organization of Dlinois, 
which appears in the Appendix.) 

ADDRESS BY SENATOR BROOKS TO THE 
FEDERATION OF ILLINOIS WOMEN'S 
REPUBLICAN CLUBS 

[Mr. BROOKS asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD an address de
livered by him in washington on September 
28, 1942, and broadcast over the radio to the 
annual convention of the Federation of Illi
nois Women's Republican Clubs, held at the 
Abraham Lincoln Hotel, Springfield, DI., 
which appears in the Appendix.] 

ADDRESS BY LOUIS JOHNSON BEFORE 
AMERICAN LEGION CONVENTION 

[Mr. ROSIER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD the address de
livered by Hon. Louis Johnson before the 
National Convention of the American Legion 
at Kansas City, Mo., on September 19, 1942, 
which appears in the Appendix.] 

FOOD SHORTAGES- TELEGRAM FROM 
ROBERT A. HUDSON 

[Mr. HOLMAN asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD a telegram rela
tive to food shortages, dddressed to him by 
Robert A. Hudson, of Portland, Oreg., which 
appears in the Appendix.] 

CONGRESS AND PRICE CONTROL-ARTI
CLE BY GEORGE ROTHWELL BROWN 

[Mr. WHEELER asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the RECORD an article by 
George Rothwell Brown published in the 
Baltimore News Post of September 29, 1942, 
which appears in the Appendix.] 

THE SILVER POLICY-ARTICLE FROM 
BOSTON (MASS.) POST 

[Mr. MALONEY asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the RECORD an article 
wi~h reference to the national silver policy, 
wntten by Robert L. Norton and published 
in .the Boston Post of September 20, 1942, 
which appears in the Appendix.] 

STABILIZATION OF THE COST OF LIVING-

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 161) 
to aid in stabilizing the cost of living. 

Mr. HILL. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Andrews 
Austin 
Bailey 
Ball 
Bankhead 
Barbour 
Barkley 
Bilbo 
Bone 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Brown 
Bunker 
Burton 
Butler 
capper 
Caraway 
Chandler 
Chavez 
Clark, Idaho 
Clark, Mo. 
Connally 

Danaher 
Davis 
Downey 
Doxey 
Ellender 
George 
Gerry 
Gillette 
Green 
Guffey 
Gurney 
Hatch 
Hayden 
Herring 
Hill 
Holman 
Johnson, Cali!. 
Johnson, Colo. 
Kilgore 
La Follette 
Langer 
Lee 
Lodge 

Lucas 
McCarran 
McFarland 
McKellar 
McNary 
Maloney 
May bank 
Mead 
Millikin 
Murdock 
Murray 
Norris 
Nye 
O'Daniel 
O'Mahoney 
Overton 
Pepper 
Radcliffe 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Rosier 
Russell 
Schwartz 

Shipstead 
Smathers 
Smith 
Spencer 
Stewart 
Taft 
Thomas, Idaho 

Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Tobey 
Tunnell 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
VanNuys 

Wagner 
Wallgren 
Walsh 
Wheeler 
White 
Wiley 
W1llis 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen
ator from Virginia [Mr. GLASS] and the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. HUGHES] 
are absent from the Senate because of 
illness. 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
BuLow] and. the junior Senator from 
Virginia [Mr. BYRD] are necessarily de
tained. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. TRu
MAN] has been called to his State on im
portant public business, and is therefore 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
WALLGREN in the chair). Ninety Sena
tors having answered to their names, a 
quorum is present. 

Under the unanimous consent agree
ment, the junior Senator from California 
[Mr. DowNEY] is recognized. 

(Mr. DOWNEY resumed and concluded 
the speech begun by him yesterday. His 
speech, entire, is as follows:) 

Tuesday, September 29, 1942 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, it is 
with extreme reluctance that I rise again 
to address the Senate upon the pending 
proposal. I do so only out of a sense of 
the urgent need of this Nation and par
ticularly, as far as I am concern~d. of 
the farmers of California. 

Today as we are debating tens of thou
sands of farmers in California are con
templating if they should abandon their 
farm3 for more profitable and more 
pleasant work. Indeed, thousands of 
farmers have already done so. Either 
rightly or wrongly, the attitude repre
sented by the administration has led our 
farm~rs to believe that the administra
tion is unsympathetic with them, and 
does not comprehend their problems. 

I have for the President of the United 
States, for our majority leader [Mr. 
BARKLEY], and for the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. BROWN], who has the 
pendi.ng joint. resolution in charge, only 
the highest respect and admiration, but 
I say that their arguments and their 
statements of fact have not always been 
realistic and candid, and, briefly as I 
can, I desire to point out facts which 
have heretofore been emphasized, but, 
nevertheless, I shall repeat them to sus
tain the statement I have just made. 

When the Chief Executive called for 
the immense war program which is now 
under way, it should have been apparent 
to him and to every one of his executives 
th~t if that program were attempted, 
this very day would be at hand. Why 
do I say that? Let us consider a few 
basic figures. 

The President of the United States de
manded for this fiscal year ·a military 
production equivalent in money to $75,
ooo,ooo,ooo. That $75,000,000,000 repre
sented far more than the average na
tional income for the last decade. It 
meant two and a half times the ability of 
the German nation to produce war goods 
and services, for their productive power 

for military purposes is rated at only 
$30,000,000,000. Indeed, Mr. President, 
we. have embarked now upon a program 
under which we are committed to pro
ducing more war goods and services than 
all the rest of the world combined. 

We seem in some way to lack realism, 
we seem to lack understanding of figures, 
for, w.hile our Chief Executive was call
ing for that immense effort, our Army 
was dreaming and our Navy was hoping 
to build up armed forces of ten or fifteen 
million men, and our farmers were called 
upon for the labor and sacrifice which 
would increase the yield of our fertile 
acres by from 20 to 25 percent. 

I ask, Mr. President, What was the 
error made by Mr. Henderson in his ad
vice to the President of the United States, 
and where did he fail realistically to un
derstand the inflation problem? Mr. 
Henderson honestly and sincerely be
lieved that he could generally freeze 
wages, salaries, and prices all along the 
line. That sounds rational and reason
able, and it was the policy upon which 
Mr. Henderson embarked. It was, in ef
fect, the demand which . was made by 
the President upon our farmers. 

Where is the error of that reasoning, 
and where will it lead us to if it is per
sisted in? I say, Mr. President, it will 
lead us almost into a semirevolution. 
Why? Because the kind of production 
we are hoping for meant that every per
son in the Nation who could work would 
have to work hard, faithfully, diligently. 

· It meant that the great groups of people 
who were pauperized and degraded, in 
comparison with the other segments of 
the population, would be compelled to 
labor at that same low level far below 
the national standard. ' 

Our distinguish~d majority leader to
day told us about working for 50 cents a 
day on a southern farm, and that his 
wage was finally raised to a dollar a day. 
"Yes," said our distinguished leader "the 
lot of the farm worker and many ~f the 
farmers is the most unfortunate in the 
Nation. But," said he, "we cannot hope 
to now improve their condition. We 
dare not raise the price to the farmer so 
that he and his hired hand can be 
brought into parity with the rest of the 
Nation, because, if we do that, the work
ers of the Nation will want higher wages 
and the upward spiral will have begun 
its destructive work." 

Mr. President, human nature will not 
be changed by the ipse dixit of the Presi
dent or of Mr. Henderson. Farm labor
ers and small farmers cannot be forced 
to work on farms at one-half the com
pensation they can obtain by leaving the 
farms or farm jobs. It simply cannot 
be done; it will not J:)e done; and unless 
the administration in Washington recog
nizes the vital problem of again redis
tributing among the farm population a 
return sufficient to bring them some
where near the level enjoyed by others we 
shall ~ave a complete collapse in the 
production of farm crops. 

Mr. President. our distinguished lead
er gave us some figures showing the great 
increase in the gross amount received by 
farmers in 1942 as compared with 1939. 
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But he did not tell us that a substantial 
portion of that increase came from in
creased production resulting from farm
ers working 12, 13, 14, and 15 hours a 
day. It is true the farm bill for hired 
labor has not increased very much be
cause the farmers and their wives and 
daughters have worked almost beyond 
endurance to increase the farm produc
tion of the Nation to such a point that 
the Secretary of Agriculture has charac
terized the result a miracle. I would say 
of the farmers of California that they 
deserve the tribute and blessing of our 
people because by diligence, work, abllity, 
and toil they have increased our farm 
production in 1 year perhaps 25 percent. 
So, Mr. President, the majority leader, 
after reciting the gross income of our 
farmers as of today, left us with the im
plication of their well-being. 

Mr. President, let us candidlY and fairly 
see how well ofi are the farmers of 
America. 

<At this point Mr. DowNEY yielded to 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma; debate ensued, 
the absence of a quorum was suggested, 
and the roll was called, following which 
further debate ensued.) 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, when I 
yielded for the quorum call, I was about 
to suggest certain figures which are 
known to all Senators, and which to my 
mind show that the fundamental problem 
is far greater than we are yet admitting. 
The figures for 1942 indicate that the 
income per person on the farm from ag
riculture is just 36 percent of the income 
per person not on the farm. The dis
tinguished Senator from Oklahoma 
stated the proposition in another way, 
that is, that the 22 percent of our people 
on the fanns have only 10 percent of the 
national income. 

I ask you, Mr. President, can the tpse 
dixit of any man, or the command of 
any military chief, make it possible for 
us to force a farmer to stay upon his 
farm and work, or the farm worker to 
work for him, when over the hill they can 
get two or three times as much as they 
would receive upon the farm? 

(At this point Mr. DOWNEY Yielded to 
Mr. HATcH, who offered a modified amend
ment to the amendment of Mr. BARKLEY.) 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, I should 
like to place in the RECORD the figures for 
1941 and 1942. 

Mr. President, with these basic figures 
and theories in mind, I went to Cali
fornia a month ago to see what condi
tions were as of that date-not to guess 
what is going to happen next year, but to 
learn what Is happening right now. 

Because our farmers have not been able 
to pay a sufficient wage to farm workers 
in California we shall lose 20 or 30 per
cent of our farm crops this year. Today 
we are attempting to harvest our sugar 
beets and tomatoes. Tens of thousands 
of acres of those crops are lying, and will 
continue to lie, unused on the ground, 
because our farmers cannot afford to pay 
the wages demanded by workers to har
vest those crops. I prophesy that if the 
word does not go out to the farmers of 
California that their problems are to be 
understood, that their labor is to be pro
vided for, and that they are to be allowed 
for their crops a price with which they 

can obtain labor in competition with in
dustry, our farm production in California 
will fall to not more than 50 percent of 
what it is today. 

Mr. President, when our Chief Execu
tive delivered his now very famous ad
dress attributing inflation to the increase 
in farm prices and the failure of Con
gress to act, I talked with scores of farm
ers and farm leaders in the State of Cali
fornia. Let me cite one typical case, 
which could be multiplied by the tens of 
thousands. 

I cite the case of a chicken farmer who 
had had two sons assisting him on the 
farm. The labor of three men was re
quired. His sons were drafted into the 
Army. His daughter left a job as a typist, 
and with his wife assisted him. By 
working 15 or 16 hours a day, those three 
were able to operate that chicken ranch. 

When there came from Washington 
statements and suggestions apparently 
blaming the farmer for inflation and 
apparently saying that farm labor should 
not be considered as a factor in the com
putation of parity prices, the chicken 
farmer to whom I have referred decided 
to leave his farm. Why? Because work
ing as a carpenter, by himself, he could 
make more money than he could make by 
running his chicken ranch, and if he 
continues to run his chicken ranch he 
has no assurance that next year he will 
be able to obtain the supplies he will need 
in order to maintain his business. 

Mr. President, we in Washington are 
so far divorced from the realities of life 
that we do not even know what is going 
on. The truth is that it bas only been 
with the greatest hardships and difficul
ties that the farmers have managed their 
business this year. Our military leaders 
expect to build up our armed forces from 
four or five million men to ten or eleven 
million men. During the next year we 
expect to absorb ten or twelve million 
more workers in war industry. With 
these facts circulating among the farmers 
of the Nation, crops are not going to be 
planted, farms will be abandoned. 

I admit to the same sense of horror 
of inflation possessed by anyone else. I 
know the amount of real wealth in this 
country is limited. But I, for one, am 
not willing to act upon any policy in the 
Senate which does not indicate an inten
tion to bring a higher degree of prosper
ity and well-being to the farmers of the 
United States. I say, Mr. President, 
even though there Is a desire to freeze 
them in their present subnormal stand
ards, it cannot be done; it is not possible 
to make a man work on the farm for $2 
or $3 a day when he can get $6 or $8 
somewhere else. 

I am free to admit that the substitute 
proposed by the Senator from Kentucky 
would very possibly bring the same 
result the Thomas amendment would 
bring. I have heard that statement 
mad~ by the distinguished Senator from 
Nebraska, if I understood him, and. I 
heard him say that since our amendment 
and the administration substitute would 
produce about the same results demo
cratic principles would best be served by 
having Congress give way to the Chief 
Executive. 

The Constitution of the United States 
provides that the legislative ·power shall 
be vested in Congress. If any Senator 
believes that the President should en
tirely usurp the legislative field, should 
entirely negate the provisions of our 
Constitution, then that Senator should 
believe that we should give way. But I 
cannot agree with such a contention. 
The President of the United States called 
upon Congress to legislate upon the sub
ject we are now considering. Now we 
have adopted the Thomas amendment; 
and I say that 90 percent of the mem
bership of the House of Representatives 
and 90 percent of the Senators believe 
that what we have done is right. Ninety 
percent of the Senate, if they were not 
under the whip and spur of editorial 
writers and commentators, if they were 
not under the insistence and persuasion 
of the Chief Executive, would overnight 
have passed the pending joint resolution 
providing for the inclusion of labor in 
computing farm prices. I am not one 
who is willing to repudiate a legislative 
proposal I know to be right. 

Mr. President,. if I believed that the 
President of the United States had sug
gested to the Senate a more just and a 
better proposal, I would be the first to 
swing to that proposal. But I fail to see 
how any Senator can believe that we can 
preserve democracy by setting aside an 
amendment in which we ourselves believe 
to accept a substitute because it is wanted 
by the President. 

<At this point Mr. DoWNEY yielded to 
Mr. HATCH, who suggestec1 the absence of 
a quorum, and the roll was called, fol
lowing which debate ensued, and Mr. 
DowNEY yielded the :fioor for the day.) 

Wednesday, September 30, 1942 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, it is 
my anxious hope that the matter before 
us will soon be brought to a conclusion, 
under conditions satisfactory bot~1 to the 
executive and to the legislative branch 
o.l the Government, and under terms 
which will be most wise and advantageous 
to national defense. 

Even though that shall be accom
plished, however, very real, perhaps 
almost desperate, issues are involved in 
the argument. I make that statement 
particularly with regard to the western 
section of the country, where conditions 
are particularly known to me, because 
whatever allowance may be made by the 
pending measure for labor charges for 
the farmers, it will be most difficult and 
perhaps impossible, for us in California, 
at least, to secure the farmers and the 
farm laborers next y€ar necessary to pro
duce our crops. 

As of today, conditions are demoralized 
and chaotic in the farm-labor picture. I 
have been led to believe, by what I have 
heard, and read in the press, that our 
War Production Board is planning a pro
gram which will by the middle of next 
year utilize 10,000.000 more workers than 
we are now utilizing, and that our mili
tary leaders will be drawing upon the 
youth of the Nation for five or six million 
more recruits than they now have. 

Mr. President, if those two propositions 
be true-and I think they probab1y are--
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I wish to say that there is only one solu
tion for the labor problem of the West, 
and that is the importation of many, 
many thousands of Mexican workers. It 
was apparent on January 1 of this year 
that a well-planned and generous pro
gram of bringing Mexican farm workers 
into California and into the West should 
have bPen embarked upon. I have no de
sire to indulge in recrimination or in 
criticism, but I must say from a knowl
edge of several months that the program 
to bring Mexican laborers to America has 
been dealt with in such an insufficient 
way that it has almost totally failed, and 
it is my hope and wish that the govern
mental leaders in Washington will finally 
begin to realize that we are face to face 
with a manpower problem in the West 
which may become so destructive of farm 
production and of farm labor that the en
tire farm program of the West will be 
placed in jeopardy. 

Mr. President, I also desire briefly to 
speak upon the labor conditions in ·the 
South. The Nation has so worked out 
its economic affairs that the southern 
cotton proprietor has never been able to 
pay a decent or living wage to the cotton 
worker, nor has"the cotton tenant farmer 
been able to make a decent livelihood. 
The Bureau of Agricultural Economics, 
Mr. President, reports that it takes 1 hour 
of labor to produce a pound of cotton, 
and when cotton is selling at 12 or 15 
cents a pound it manifestly becomes im
possible to pay a fair price to the owners 
of cotton land in the South or a sufficient 
wage to the workers in the cotton fields. 
So I say, Mr. President, that, in my opin
ion, the balance of the Nation should 
alter its policy with respect to the prices 
the South is entitled to for cotton, be
cause riow, with the almost unlimited de
manj for manpower in the Army and in 
industry, the proprietors of cotton lands 
in the South will not be able to produce 
their crops unless they can find the· 
means of paying a much more generous 
and subsistence wage or income than they 
have ever paid to the workers in the cot
ton fields. 

Mr. President, we are exceedingly non
realistic in many ways. It is now being 
widely publicized, even by some of our 
military and economic and labor leaders, 
that we should draw upon that great 
reservoir of youth between 18 and 20 
years of age, and we are told happily and 
optimistically and very inaccurately that 
we have here a reservoir of 2,500,000 
young men. Yes, Mr. President, we have 
that many young men between 18 and 20, 
but when we question our governmental 
leaders as to how many of them will be 
available for military services or for war 
industrial purposes they seem not to have 
the information. The truth, Mr. Presi
dent, is this. Many hundreds of thous
ands of those young men between 18 and 
20 are already in the Army or the Navy 
or the flying service. Many, many hun
dreds of thousands more are now in de
fense industries or performing vital farm 
services. 

Mr. President, I know of one high 
school in California which graduated its 
class last June. Every boy that gradu
ated from that high-school class is now 

either in the military service of the Na
tion, preparing for military service, or 
working at some essential occupation. 
In that high-school class not one boy be
tween 18 and 20 years of age WOl.lld be 
available now for addition to our military 
services or to our war industry. 

Mr. President, the great fault with our 
program has been optimism and lack of 
realism. Let us pray that Mr. McNutt's 
statement that farmers must be given 

· higher prices and farm workers higher 
wages in order to maintain production, 
is the beginning of a greater amount of 
illumination upon this subject. 

Mr. President, I am willing to proceed 
with any idealistic leader who wants to 
bring the four freedoms to the four cor
ners of the world, but I must admit that 
I have a greater desire to bring those 
four freedoms to the four corners of the 
United States. And so, I would intense
ly like to see the rest of the Nation finally 
admit and recognize the imperative need 
of the South for a decent price for its 
cotton crop. 

Mr. President, the South has not yet 
recovered from the violence of recon-

. struction, nor from the high tariffs im
posed by the North, nor from the loss of 
its income from assisting in payments of 
pensions to northern veterans. I do not 
believe there can ever be a recovery in 
the South until we, who do not live there, 
admit the necessity of paying a far more 
substantial sum for cotton products than 
we now are paying. 

Mr. STEWART. Mr. President
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator from California yield to the Sen
ator from Tennessee? 

Mr. DOWNEY. I yield. 
Mr. STEWART. Has the Senator from 

California made a study of the freight
rate question, particularly with reference 
to the higher freight rates being paid in 
Southern States on manufactured arti
cles than are paid by other portions of 
the country, especially the industrial 
East? 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, I have 
not made a particular study of trans
portation rates between the South and 
our northern markets. I know the dis
tinguished Senator from Tennessee has 
done so, and I know the position he has 
taken-that in those excessive rates lies 
one of the serious burdens that prevents 
the economy of the South from properly 
functioning. I hope he will be enabled 
to carry on his fight to a successful con
clusion; and I can assure him that in 
that fight he will have my humble sup
port. 

Mr. President, when I was speaking last 
evening I must admit that I was vehe
ment and impatient in my language and 
in my attitude, and in concluding my re
marks today I want to apologize to our 
majority leader and to the distinguished 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. BROWN], 
who has the joint resolution in hand, for 
any extreme or impatient language. I 
have for the distinguished majority 
leader not only the deepest affection but 
the very highest admiration. I think he 
is called upon to perform duties which 
are almost impossible of performance 
and heavy almost beyond the strength 

of any man to carry. I think he handles 
his duties as very few other men in the 
United States could handle them. 

For the distingu~shed Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. BROWN] I only say what 
all the Senate knows, that he is con
tinually growing in stature and in pres
tige in the Senate of the United States; 
that his character, his ability, his energy, 
his tolerance, and his kindness make 
him a valuable servant of our people who, 
let us hope and pray, will let him remain 
for a long time in the Senate of the 
United. States. 

Mr. President, I desire now, very briefly, 
to edvert to one entirely independent 
subject, and then I shall have concluded. 
Whatever may be the position .assu:p1ed 
by any of us upon the pending joint reso-

·lution, whether we believe the Chief Ex
ecutive and Mr. Henderson are in the 
right, or those of us who oppose them 
are in the right, every Joyal and patriotic 
American could almost weep as in this 
day of stress and strain and strife we see 
this lack of unitY in the Congress of the 
United States and between the Chief 
Executive and the Congress of the United 
States. 

I care not, Mr. President, where the 
blame is assessed for this unhappy con
troversy. It is a most unfortunate thing 
that at the end of 150 years of constitu
tional government we are confronted 
with a situation of this kind, so lamen
table and so unfortunate. It is incon
ceivable that under the British constitu
tional system any such situation as this 
could have arisen. It is my belief that 
the Senate of the Umted States should 
concern itself with a review of its prac
tices and its processes to see whether 
greater efficiency cannot be developed 
here in the Senate and greater coopera
tion, unity, and cohesion between the 
executive and legislative branches of the 
Nation. 

Mr. President, when our Constit~tion 
was adopted more than 150 years ago 
the political philosophers and writers of 
that time, and the men who sat in the 
Constitutional Convention, were deter
mined to maintain by the Constitution 
the legislative, executive, and judicial 
departments, free and independent of 
each other. At that time fear was ex
pressed that there might be encroach
ment by one department on the powers 
and prerogatives of another department; 
but almost every one apprehended that 
it would be Congress which would usurp 
or attempt to usurp the functions of the 
executive, rather than the executive at
tempting to usurp the functions of the 
Congress. 

It would have been impossible for the 
men who wrote our Constitution to have 
realized that we should come to a day 
when the Chief Executive would try to 
compel the Congress to pass the kind of 
farm legislation which the Executive 
wanted. That would not have been con
ceivable to them. The men who founded -
this Nation meant to place in the hands 
of the Senate and the House of Repre
sentatives the power to initiate and pro
pose legislation as well as the power to 
enact it. 

Mr. President, we have come far from 
those days. I am not criticizing our 
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President because he takes the initiative 
on legislative proposals; but I am lament
ing that in this dire and desperate hour 
there is a lack of cooperation and cohe
sion between the President and the con
gress. 

Since I have been in the United States 
Senate I have come to know a body of 
men who, in my opinion, for collective 
knowledge and wisdom on farm issues, 
at least, are superior to any other body 
of men in Washington. In many re
spects Senators are experts in or are well 
versed . in almost every social, economic, 
or political question which may come be
fore us. Nevertheless, it is very seldom 
indeed that a Senator finds it possible to 
utilize his wisdom and knowledge in mak
ing the laws of his country. Things are 
happening weekly which are almost in
credible when we think about them. 

Recently Mr. Baruch submitted a rub
ber report. I am a great admirer of 
Mr. Baruch. Two or three years ago 
I hoped that the President might appoint 
him to deal with the rubber problem and 
other problems. I think he has been 
one of the outstanding men o! vision in 
the Nation. Nothing I am about to say 
is in criticism of Mr. Baruch, because 
for years at a time Mr. Baruch was far 
ahead of everybody else in the Nation 
on the subject of strategic war materials. 

But; Mr. President, think of this 
absurd situation: The first part of this 
year or the last part of last year a reso
lution was introduced in the Senate for 
the investigation of the rubber problem. 
The resolution was referred to the Tru
man committee. The Truman commit
tee carried on one of the ablest and most 
exhaustive investigations of which I have 
known. Able. experts testified. Thou
sands of dollars were spent. Senators, 
after long thought and mediation, wrote 
one of the finest reports I have read. I 
am free to say that because I had nothing 
to do with it. To read that report is to 
read a masterpiece. I do not know 
whether the President of the United 
States ever even J..--:new anything about it. 
I do not know whether he ever read it. 
However, months passed, and he appoint
ed Mr. Baruch to make an investigation. 
Many months after the Truman commit
tee brought in its report, Mr. Baruch sub
mitted his, parallel in its findings and 
recommendations with what the Senate 
committee had recommended. 

In other words, a committee of this 
body, after months of investigation, had 
made its report, which was entirely 
ignored by the Chief Executive. Later 
another report, almost identical in its 
findings, was acted upon by the Chief 
Executive. Is there any sense in that? 
Is there any reason in it? Have not 
governmental unity and efficiency 
reached a low ebb when that sort of 
thing can happen? 

Take another incident in connection 
with rubber. Last spring distinguished 
Senators from farm States became ap
prised of the fact that synthetic rubber 
could be manufactured more rapidly 
from grain alcohol than from a petro
leum base. For months they tried to get 
th.,e ear of somebody who would act. 
They were unsuccessful. Finally the 
grain alcohol synthetic rubber bill passed 
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by the Senate was vetoed by the Presi
dent of the United States. It was 
vetoed upon the ground that the pro
gram for petroleum synthetic rubber 
had gone too far. 

No one denies that the distinguished 
Senator · from Nebraska [Mr. NoRRIS] 
and the distinguished Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE] had been right 
months and months ago. Senators who 
are members of the Military Affairs 
Committee know that we had resolutions 
before us dealing with rubber and con
ducted hearings 2 or 3 years ago. 

I have no desire to go over that story. 
It is written in the CONGRESSIONAL REC
ORD and in the minutes of our committee. 
What does it show? It shows that with 
respect to strategic war materials, at 
least, the Military Affairs Committee and 
the Senate were far, far ahead of the 
Executive and the Army and Navy, as 
events have revealed; but that due to 
this unhappy situation nothing which 
Congress wanted registered itself. 

Yesterday the distinguished senior 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LA FoL
LETTE] expressed fear of fascism. I do 
not know whether that fear is well justi
fied or not; but I do know that legisla
tive government is in jeopardy. I know 
that many more struggles such as this 
may mean the end of the congressional 
prestige and representative government. 
What that would mean I do not know; 
but it is a problem which must be dealt 
with. 

Mr. President, I have said that under 
the British syst.em this situation would 
have been impossible. Why? Because 
in England the Prime Minister, who oc
cupies a place in the British Government 
corresponding to that occupied by our 
President, is chosen by the King-from 
among whom?· Not from among any
body The King chooses one man. He 
chooses the majority leader in the House 
of Commons. How does the Prime Min
ister make up his cabinet? Every mem
ber of that cabinet must come from the 
House of Commons or the House of Lords. 
How are the 50 important officials ap
pointed under the British constitutional 
system? Every one of them must come 
from one branch or the other of their 
legislative body. 

So in England this situation could not 
conceivably arise. It would be incredi
ble. The core of the British Govern
ment, executive and legislative, is the 
British Cabinet; and the heart of the 
British Cabinet is the Prime Minister, 
who is not only the leader of his party 
but likewise the dominant executive of 
the nation, who serves with men chosen 
by him from the legislative body. 

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOWNEY. I yield. 
Mr. CHANDLER. I do not like to in

terrupt my friend, but we have frequently 
heard insistence on the part of Members 
of the House or of the Senate that they 
have to themselves their constitutional 
powers and duties, which should be un
impeded, uninterrupted, ·nd not en
croached upon by the Chief Executive. 
Perhaps some of our trouble arises from 
the desire of our three coordinate 
branches of government to be independ-

ent, each in its own right, having noth
ing to do with the others, especially if it 
means the sacrifice of any prestige. 

I agree with what my friend has said. 
In the Military Affairs Committee it wr,s 
definitely shown that unless something 
were done we should have a rubber 
shortage. However, there is no showing 
that the President ever received that in
formation. It was probably filed with 
the clerk of the committee. 'i'here is no 
definite showing that the President ever 
received it. Also, we were told by an
other arm of the Government that no
body could cut off our rubber supply; 
that we were so strong that we could 
blast out of the ocean in a very short 
time anybody who might undertake to 
do so. So nothing was done. We lose 
something when we fail to realize that 
this is one Government, and this is one 
world, and that we had better occasion
ally give up some prestige in the interest 
of ccmmon harmony and in the interest 
of having all branches of the Govern
ment work together. 

What does my friend think of that sug
gestion? 

Mr. DOWNEY. I very much applaud 
.the suggestion of the distinguished Sen
ator from Kentucky and thank him for 
it. 

Mr. President, I have now occupied 
almost the full time which I agreed to 
occupy, and I want only to call to the 
attention of the Senate the fact that 
one day last week I submitted a resolu
tion calling for ah investigation. The 
resolution was referred to the Commit
tee on Military Affairs. I desire to read 
the first paragraph of the resolution: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Milital'y 
Affairs,.or any duly authorized subcommittee 
thereof, is authorized and directed to make 
a full and complete investigation and study 
with a view to determining the best and 
most ~ffective means of creating greater 
unity and cooperation between the Congress 
and the executive branch of the Government 
in order to aid in the prosecution of the war' 

Mr. President, one further thought and 
I am through. The President of the 
United States declared in his recent 
message that if Congress did not do 
what he desired he would summarily 
issue an order making effective the rule 
he wanted. The President said to the 
American people, "I am merely taking 
this legislative power during this emer
gency; and whenever this emergency 
passes I shall give it badt to the people 
to whom it belongs." 

Mr. President, we are not in a crisis or 
in a chaos for only 1, 2, or 3 
years. Probably we have entered dec
ades of wars and revolutionary move
ments in which the existence and the vi
tality of democracy will be tested to their 
utmost limits. Any promise that powers 
now seized will be given back within· 2 
or 3 years is a meaningless promise. 
This crisis will last for years. Pray God, 
Mr. President, that the Congress of the 
United States will maintain and keep in
violate its rights as a free and inde
pendent branch of this Government, to 
the end that not only may we struggle 
for the four freedoms throughout the 
world but that we may not lose them in 
the Congress of the United States and 
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in the 48 empires which make up this 
great Republic. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment proposed by the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. HATCH] for himself and the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. THOMAS] 
to the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute proposed by the Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] for himself, 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O'MAHONEY], the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. TYDINGS], and the Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. REED], for the committee 
amendment beginning on page 4, in line 
2, as amended. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
Aiken Gillette O'Mahoney 
Andrews Green Overton 
Austin Guffey Pepper 
Bailey Gurney Radcliffe 
Ball Hatch Reed 
Bankhead Hayden Reynolds 
Barbour Herring Rosier 
Barkley Hill Russell 
Bilbo Holman Schwartz 
Bone Johnson, Calif. Shipstead 
Brewster Johnson, Colo. Smathers 
Brooks Kilgore Smith · 
Brown La Follette Spencer 
Bunker Langer Stewart 
Burton Lee Taft 
Butler Lodge Thomas, Idaho 
Capper Lucas Thomas, Okla. 
Caraway McCarran Thomas, Utah 
Chandler McFarland Tobey 
Chavez McKellar Tunnell 
Clark, Idaho McNary Tydings 
Clark, Mo. Maloney Vandenberg 
Connally Maybank Van Nuys 
Danaher Mead Wagner 
Davis Millikin Wallgren 
Downey Murdock Walsh 
Doxey Murray Wheeler 
Ellender Norris White 
George Nye Wiley 
Gerry O'Daniel W1llis 

- The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ninety 
Senators having answered to their 
names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, sev
eral Senators have asked whether the 
proponents of the substitute intend to 
modify it by inserting a date. We dis
cussed that matter yesterday. The rea
son why a date was left out, as I tried to 
explain, was that the Bureau of Agricul
tural Economics felt that the insertion 
of a date would operate more as a re
striction than otherwise. However, since 
conferring with a number of other Sen
ators about the matter, we have con
cluded to modify the substitute; and I 
now modify the substitute, which I have 
a right to do. 

On page 2, after the word "commod
ity", in line 5, insert the words "incurred 
since January 1, 1941," so that the lan
guage will read: 

Provided further-

And so forth-
or where by reason of increased labor or other 
costs to the producers of such agricultural 
commodity incurred since January 1, 1941, 
the maximum prices so established will not 
reflect such increased costs-

And so forth. Also, Mr. President, in 
order that Senators who will vote on the 
Hatch amendment may have in mind the 
other modification to which we have 

agreed, I wish also to .add to the substi
tute the following language: 

Provided further, That in tbcing price max
imums for agricultural commodities and for 

· commodities processed or manufactu:red 1n 
whole or substantial part from any agrlcul
tural commodlty, as provided for by this act, 
adequate weighting shall be given to farm 
labor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be so modified. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I am un
certain where the second proviso the 
Senator from Kentucky read is to be in
serted. I should like to inquire from the 
Senator from Kentucky where it is to be 
inserted. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It is to be added to 
the substitute. The language I read is 
substantially the language suggested by 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKENL 

Mr. REED. It is to be added to the 
substitute proposed by the Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEYl and the Sen
ator from Wyoming (Mr. O'MAHONEY], 
is it? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; it ts a modifica .. 
tion of it and an addition to it. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator define the importance of the 
word "weighting"? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, it is more 
of a commercial term than a legal term, 
but it means giving an adequate weight 
to farm labor in carrying out the pro
visions of the substitute, if it should be 
adopted. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I desire 
to express my appreciation of the atti
tude taken by the able Senators from 
Kentucky and Michigan. I think the 
adoption of these two amendments round 
out and perfect the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Kentucky, and I 
shall support the substitute in its present 
form. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I thank the Senator 
from Oregon. 

I merely wish to state that, in view of 
the perfection of the amendment, I sfn-.. 
cerely trust that the amendment about 
to be voted upon, offered by the Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. HATCH], wm not 
prevail. That amendment involves the 
calculation of all eosts of production, 
which was the theme song of the 'Origi
nal Frazier-Lemke bill, which was con
sidered years ago in the Senate. It 
would involve the calculation of farm 
labor--

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, much 

has been said on the floor during the 
course of the debate about unity; it has 
even been stated that some of us would 
not agree and did not want to agree to 
any proposal, and that the farm bloc 
was unpatriotic; in fact. many things 
have been said in the heat of passion 
which perhaps none of us would have 
said otherwise. 

I have conferred this morning with 
the so-called leaders of the farm bloc; 
I have just now conferred with the Sen .. 
a tor from Oklahoma [Mr. THoMAS], the 
Senator from Montana £Mr. WHEELER]. 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. BANK· 
HEAD]. and other Senators, and I speak 

for all of them in what I am about to 
say, that, in the interest of unity and 
harmony. and in order that we roay enaet 
this propased legislation. I now withdraw 
the amendment which I have otfe.red. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I shall yield in a mo
ment, but let me reply first to the gra
cious remarks of the Senator from New 
Mexico. I am very grateful to him, and 
I am sure the Senate and the country 
will be grateful to him for the very fine 
attitude which he has taken and which 
those associated with him have taken. 
If I may quote an old Methodist byron 
which we used to sing when I was a boy: 

This is the hour I long have sought 
And mourned because I tound it not. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Kentucky yield to the Sen
ator from Montana? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. WHEELER. Mr, President, I 

merely wish to say that I am exceedingly 
happy that our leader has agreed to this 
amendment. So far as I am concerned, I 
feel that if this amendment is carried 
out it will give to the farmers of this 
Nation, in the price fixing of their prod
ucts, all that the farm bloc has been 
fighting for, and, I think, perhaps that 
it is · preferable to some of the other 
amendments which have been o!fered. I 
desire to congratulate tbe Democratl.c 
leader for accepting it. I think be has 
been in a very difficult spot in connection 
with the pending legislation. and be bas 
handled thls matter in a most e:tncient 
and able manner. · 

Mr. BARKLEY. I thank the Senator 
from Montana. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President--
.Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator 

from Kansas. 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, I am very 

happy this morning at the outcome of the 
last week's discussion and debate in this 
body. There has been much criticism in 
this body of the farm organizations and 
tbe so-called farm bloc. I wish to say 
that I think the criticism of the farm 
bloc and of the farm organizaticns has 
been wholly unjustified. I belong to the 
farm bloc, even though dw·ing last week 
I have been following out a policy which 
I thought was a wise one. A week ago 
today the so.called substitute amend· 
ment originated at this desk between tbe 
Senator from Maryland and myself. I 
want to congratulate the senior Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. THOMAST and his 
associates on the magnificent work they 
have done to bring the problem of tbe 
far;mer to the attention of the country. 
I think the outcome Is wortb all the effort 
the Senator from Oklahoma and his 
associates have put forth. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President-
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 

Senator from Kentucky yield to the 
Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator 
from Oregon unless he desires the floor 
in his own right. 

Mr. McNARY. I thank the Senat"o.r. 
I will take the floor! 
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Mr. President, I have no doubt of the 

ultimate solution of the problem which 
has been before us for some days. In the 
latter part of last week I discussed the 
proposed amendment with the able Sen
ator from Kentucky and the able Sena
tor from Michigan, and I found them 
ready to yield to a proposal. I discussed 
the matter with the farm leaders and I 
found that they, too, were anxious to 
compose the differences and showed a 
willingness to meet halfway those who 
desired this amendment. 

I wish to add my expression of joy and 
pleasure at the outcome of the situation 
which all the while was in the making 
and has now been accomplished. I ap
preciate the spirit and excellent work 
done by the able Senator from New Mex
ico [Mr. HATCH] and the able Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. THOMAS], who have 
been in constant touch with the farm 
folks, and today, too, have shown a fine 
disposition to compose the differences, 
so that we may pass the pending joint 
resolution today and adjourn, I hope, 
at an early hour. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I hope so, too. 
Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, aft

er the testimonials which have just been 
given, I find it unnecessary to make very 
many remarks. When the debate 
reached the point where I had intended 
to speak, it seemed everything had al
ready been said that could be said on 
either side. I want merely to explain my 
·vote upon this measure. 

There has been sounded here upon the 
floor of the Senate the warning that we 
must first win the war. I agree with that 
sentiment 100 percent, and I know that 
the farmers of this Nation agree with 
it. But, Mr. President, in order to win 
this war, we must have agricultural pro
duction. I share the experience of our 
distinguished leader from Kentucky, who 
stated that he was reared upon a farm, 
that he rose early in the morning when 
the sun was coming up, went out into 
the field and worked for 50 cents a day. 
The farmers are working today on the 
farm because they like the farm, but the 
farmers and others working on the farm 
must have a living wage. 

I agree with the principle of the 
Thomas-Hatch amendment, and, there
fore, I voted for that amendment, but 
I have at all times been willing and I 
have so stated, to vote for any compro
mise which I thought was a real one, one 
reasonably fair to agriculture. The com
promise which has been presented by 
the Senator from Kentucky meets that 
requirement. I, too, am happy, there
fore, to vote for the substitute amend
ment as it has now been perfected. 

A great deal has been said on the floor · 
of the Senate in the form of criticism of 
the farm leaders. I do not agree with 
such criticism. I think the representa
tives of the farmers of this Nation have· 
as much right to come to Washington 
and petition Congress as have the repre
sentatives of industry or any other group. 

I wish to make one more remark about 
criticism, and then I shall be through. 
Our distinguished leader the Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] quoted a 
statement of General Somervell in which 

the general said that we do not need the 
farm bloc. I wish to say to General 
Somervell that if he will perform his 
duties as well as the farmers perform 
theirs,. we will get along all right. The 
trouble with us is that each fellow is 
trying to attend to the other man's busi
ness. 

The tone of the President's message 
did not antagonize me, its form was im
material t'o me. The question before me, 
and the question before Congress, is 
whether the proposal now before us 
would in our judgment be the right kind 
of legislation to enact, and I think that 
is the spirit in which we should meet it. 

Two days ago I heard one of our offi
cials make the statement that we were 
losing the war. I wish to offer my ob
jection to that kind of statement. I say 
we are not losing the war. I would say 
to the junior Senator from Kentucky that 
if he were playing a ball game and he 
should happen to get behind by a few 
runs in an inning, he would go back in 
the next inning and say, "Boys, let us 
make them up.'' We may be behind by 
a few runs, but we are not losing the war 
and we are not going to lose the war. 

The spirit which has been manifested 
here today shows that we are going to 
have harmony, and that we are going to 
present a united front. 

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. President, will 
my colleague yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. CHANDLER. I know that mY good 

friend the Senator from Arizona would 
not want to place General Somervell in 
an unfavorable light. As I understand, 
General Somervell did not say anything 
against any specific bloc. What General 
Somervell did say was that this was not 
the time for any bloc except an Ameri
can bloc. I know the Senator would, 
want to be fair and jUst to the general. 
If w.e had more officers who are as mag
nificently trained and who are doing as 
good a job as is General Somervell, we 
would be better off. I know about his 
work from personal knowledge, and from 
what I know about his conduct in his 
position as Chief of the Services of Sup
ply. I wanted to make this statement, 
because General Somervell did not single 
out any segment of our people to criti-
cize. · 

Mr. McFARLAND. I could place but 
one interpretation on what was said by 
the majority leader and from what I 
read in the newspaper-that General 
Somervell said we did not need a farm 
bloc. 

Mr. CHANDLER. He said we did not 
need any bloc except an American bloc. 
It would be better if all blocs would join 
and become an American bloc. 

Mr. McFARLAND. There is no doubt 
about that. 

Mr. CHANDLER.. I know the Senator 
is fair, and I know General Somervell 
is one of the ablest officers who have been 
produced in this country. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I do not question 
his ability; but I say that he has no 
right to criticize the farm bloc. I think 
that was the natural inference to be 
drawn from his remarks. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator permit me to say a word? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 
Mr. WHEELER. As the Senator 

knows, I have been in the Senate for 
nearly 20 years. I have seen men rise 
on the floor of the Senate and heard 
them say they belonged to the farm bloc; 
but I have been a member of the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry for 
20· years, and if there is a farm bloc in 
the United States Senate I do not know 
where it is, for I have seen the members 
of the Committee on Agriculture dis
agree-! have seen those representing 
the different farm States disagree upon 
many questions. If those representing 
all the farm States in the Senate had 
represented the farmers and had stuck 
together, the farmers would not be in the 
condition in which they are at the present 
time. 

The idea of saying that there is a farm 
bloc here or that there is a labor '~:Moe 
here. In my judgment, that is doing a 
disservice to the country,- and most of 
the time reference to a farm bloc or a 
labor bloc or some other bloc does not 
come from the farmers; it comes from 
the great newspapers of the East that 
want to discredit the farmers and the 
representatives of the farmers, and the 
Senators who come from farm States. 

A few years ago there was a Senator 
from Pennsylvania who said that all of 
us who came from the farm States were 
a lot of wild jackasses, but the man who 
made that statement did not stay in the 
Senate very long. 

Mr. GUFFEY. That statement was 
not made by a Senator from Pennsyl
vania; it was made by a Senator from 
New Hampshire. [Laughter.]_ 

Mr. WHEELER. I beg the Senator's 
pardon. At any rate, the Senator was 
eliminated from the Senate by the farm
ers of his own State shortly after he made 
the statement. 

No one talks about the bloc repre
senting the big industrial centers of the 
country; no one talks about the bloc 
representing the bankers; no one talks 
about the bloc representing the Power . 
Trust; no one talks about the bloc rep
resenting this group or that group; but 
it is said that those who come from the 
agricultural States are a farm bloc, and 
that we are trying to discredit the ad
ministration, or are trying to wreck the 
country. 

I am sick and tired of hearing men 
who come from the farm States referred 
to as a farm bloc. I think it is a mistake 
for a Senator to stand here and say, "I 
am a member of the farm bloc." I have 
attended meetings where those Senators 
and Representatives have been called to
gether, but it has never been a farm bloc, 
for very often they have not agreed to · 
stand together upon any proposition that 
came before them. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the so-called 
Barkley amendment as modified. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. A par

liamentary inquiry. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 

will state it. 
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Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Have the 

yeas and nays been ordered? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The yeas 

and nays have been ordered. 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I ask 

unanimous consent that the substitute 
as modified be reported to the Senate for 
the information of the Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will read. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In lieu of the 
committee amendment beginning on 
page 4, line 2, it is proposed to strike out 
all after the word "inequities" through 
the word "inequities" in line 13, as 
amended, and to insert the .following: 
"Provided further, That modifications 
shall be made in maximum prices 
established for any agricultural com
modity and for commodities proc
essed or manufactured in whole or 
substantial part from any agricultural 
commoditY, under regulatior1s to be pre
scribed by the President, in any case 
where it appears that such modification 
is necessary to increase the production of 
such commodity for war purposes, or 
where by reason of increased labor or 
other costs to the producers of such agri
cultural commodity incurred since Jan
uary 1, 1941, the maximum prices so 
established will not reflect such increased 
costs: Provided further, That in the fix
ing of maximum prices on products re
sulting from the processing of agricul
tural commodities, including livestock, a 
generally fair and equitable margin shall 
be allowed for such processing: Provided 
further, That in fixing price maximums 
for agricultural commodities and for 
commodities processed or manufactured 
in whole or substantial part from any 
agricultural commodity, as provided for 
by this act, adequate weighting shall be 
given to farm labor." 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
President, I shall occupy the floor but 
very briefly. 

The pending amendment contains two 
significant modifications. If the amend
ment had been agreed to as offered, the 
measure would not have been effective 
until passed by the Congress and ap
proved by the President, which would 
have meant that no increase in farm 
wages would have been considered in 
any event until after the law became 
effective. The amendment which has 
been offered is most significant in that 
it gives to the producers of agricultural 
commodities credit for such increases in 
labor as may have occurred since Jan
uary 1, 1941, almost 2 years ago. That 
is a significant modification. 

The second modification is to the effect 
that in the event price ceilings are to be 
:fixed on farm commodities, the element 
and cost of farm labor are to be given 
consideration. That was the amend
ment which was suggested by the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN]. The other 
amendment was proposed by the Sena
tor from Georgia [Mr. GEORGEJ. 

Mr. President, it is the present policy. 
of the Government to give the makers 
of munitions, the makers of war equip
ment, full cost of production plus a 
reasonable profit. Inasmuch as Lieuten
ant General Somervell saw fit to make a 
speech 2 days ago criticizing blocs, I 

desire to read into the RECORD a few 
questions and answers wherein General 
Somervell is quoted. 

On page 27 of the hearings held in 
connection with the sixth national de
fense appropriation bill for 1942, there 
appears the following colloquy. The 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. HoLMAN] was 
interrogating General Somervell. 

Senator HoLMAN. May I inquire, do you 
take into consideration losses? 
, General SOMERVELL. Yes, sir. 

Senator HoLMAN. Because 6 percent is an 
awfully close margin to figure on. 

General SoMERVELL. Yes, sir; because if a 
man lost on a contract, and was limited t.o 
6 percent on the next one, he would have no 
chance to recoup his losses. 

On page 28 we find the following ques
tions by the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. OVERTON] and answers by General 
Somervell: 

Senator OvERTON. There is no clause in 
the contracts permitting you to do it? 

He was referring to the renegotiation 
of contracts. 

General SOMERVELL. That is correct. 
Senator OVERTON. But hereafter there will 

be a clause? 
General SOMERVELL. Yes, sir. 
Senator OvERTON. That will authorize a 

readjustment of the price? 
General SoMERVELL. Yes, sir. 
Senator OVERTON. That readjustment of 

price will allow a certain percentage of 
profit? 

General SoMERVELL. It does not specify a 
certain percentage, but allows a reasonable 
profit. 

On page 29 General Somervell, in 
speaking on the same subject, made the 
following statement in response to 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O'MAHONEY]. 

General SoMERVELL. If the 6 percent is 
taken before taxes, it does not give a man 
a sufficient margin of profit. It does not 
pay. It would really put an these contracts 
on a cost-plus-a-percentage basis-and we 
had experience with that type of contract 
in the last war. 

It would not allow a margin of profit suffi
cient to permit the contractor's loss on one 
contract to be made up on a following con
tract. 

So, . Mr. President, the practice in the 
War Department and the practice which 
is current in the Navy Department, so I 
am advised, are such as to allow anyone 
who produces anything for the War De
partment or for the Navy Department to 
make a profit. If a corporation, firm, or 
individual takes a contract from either 
department and makes no money, but 
loses money, he has the opportunity to 
suggest that loss to the Government 
officials when they may give him a sec
ond contract, so it may be given him at 
a high enough rate to make up for the 
loss on the first contract and to make a 
profit on the second contract. I suggest 
that it is now the policy of the United 
States Government to allow profits on all 
contracts, and well it should be. A cor
poration cannot exist if it does not make 
money. A firm cannot continue to oper
ate if it does not make money. An indi
vidual cannot live unless he makes 
money. So it is proper that reasonable 
profits should be allowed. Before a 

profit can be secured all cost, of course, 
must be included. 

Mr. President, the amendment, as it is 
now agreed to by Senators, permits the 
processors of agricultural commodities 
to make profits and that is proper. I 
agree to that provision. I heard read 
the amendment which was offered by 
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Mc
KELLAR]. Of course, processors must 
have profits. If we are to have con
tinued production those who produce 
must have their cost first, and then must 
have profits. That palicy is sound and 
should cover the whole economic field of 
American activity. 

Now when we come to the farmer I 
hope the administrator of this law will 
allow the farmer full cost of production. 
Such can be done under the provisions of 
the pending measure, as we now propose 
to pass it, and I hope the administrator, 
whoever he may be, will take a reasonable 
view of the farm problem. While he 
may not allow the farmer a 6 percent 
profit, or a fair and generous allowance 
of profit, yet in fixing ceilings I hope he 
will allow the farmer at least to secure 
cost of production. 

On yesterday the Senate voted 48 to 43 
to allow farmers the cost of production 
in the fixing of ceilings on farm com
modities. So when we survey the whole 
field of American activities and find that 
industry is, in effect, guaranteed profit 
on its operations, I express the hope that 
those who administer this law and other 
laws affecting the farmers will act in 
harmony with the provisions of this 
rr.easure and that farm-labor costs will 
be given proper weight in determining 
and fixing ceilings on farm commodities. 

The two modifications of the pending 
amendment were considered by anum
ber of members of the Senate Cor _mittee 
on Agriculture ann by numerous repre
sentatives of the major farm organiza
tions. 

While the amendment as modified is 
not all that the Senate Agricultural 
Committee and the leaders of the farm 
organizations desire, yet in the limited 
time in which we had to act it is deemed 
the best compromise that we can effectu
ate. 

I am further advised that the state
ment just made is endorsed by Albert 
S. Goss, master of the National Grange; 
Edward A. O'Neal, president of the 
American Farm Bureau Federation; 
H. r:. Babcock, president of the National 
Council of Farmer Co-Operatives; and 
Charles Holman, representing the Milk 
Producers Federation. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques
tion is on the substitute amendment, as 
modified, proposed by Mr. BARKLEY-for 
himself and others-for the committee 
amendment beginning on page 4, line 2, 
as amended. 

On · this question the yeas and nays 
· have been ordered, and the clerk will call 

the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to call 

the roll. 
Mr. THOMAS of Utah <when his name 

was called). I have a general pair with 
the senior Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BRIDGEs]. I understand that if 
present, he would vote as I intend to 
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vote. Therefore, I am free to vote, and 
vote "yea." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I wish to announce 

that the junior Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. BYRD] is unavoidably detained on 
important official business. He had ex
pected to arrive in the Chamber by 1 
o'clock when, I informed him, the vote 
would probably be taken. I am author
ized by him to say that if he were present, 
he would vote "yea." 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen
ator from Delaware [Mr. HuGHES] and 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. GLASS], 
are absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Sou~h Dakota [Mr. 
BuLowl is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. TRu
MAN] is absent on public business. 
· I am advised that if present and vot
ing, the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
HUGHES], the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
GLAss], and the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. TRU:LV:AN] wculd vote "yea." 

Mr. McNARY. I announce that the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
BRIDGES] is necessarily absent. If pres
ent, he would vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 86, 
nays 4, as follows: 

Aiken 
Andrews 
Austin 
Bailey 
Ball 
Bankhead 
Barbour 
Barkley 
Bilbo 
Bone 
Brewster 
Brooks 
BrOV\I"U 
Bunker 
Burton 
Butler 
Capper 
Caraway 
Chandler 
Chavez 
Clark, Idaho 
Connally 
Danaher 
Davis 
Downey 
Doxey 
Ellender 
George 
Gerry 

YEAS-86 
Gillette 
Green 
Gutrey 
Gurney 
Hatch 
Hayden 
Herring 
Hill 
Holman 
Johnson, Colo. 
Kilgore 
La Follette 
Lee 
Lodge 
Lucas 
McCarran 
McFarland 
McKellar 
McNary 
Maloney 
May bank 
Mead 
Millikin 
Murdock 
Murray 
Norris 
O'Daniel 
O'Mahoney 
Overton 

NAYS-4 

Pepper 
Radcliffe 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Rosier 

'Russell 
Schwartz 
Shipstead 
Smathers 
Smith 
Spencer 
Stewart 
Taft 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Tobey 
Tunnell 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
VanNuys 
Wagner 
Wallgren 
Walsh 
Wheeler 
White 
Wiley 
Willis 

Clark, Mo. Langer Nye 
Johnson, Calif. 

NOT VOTING-6 
Bridges Byrd Hughes 
Bulow Glass Truman 

Sc the substitute amendment as mod
ified, proposed by Mr. BARKLEY (for him
self and others), for the committee 
amendment beginning on page 4, line 2, 
as amended, was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the committee amend
ment on page 4, commencing in line 2, as 
amended. 

The amendment as amended was 
agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the next committee amend
ment. 

The next amendment was, in section 
4, on page 4, line 17, after the word 
"amended", to strike out ", (2) which is 
inconsistent with any recommendation or 
order of any agency of the Federal Gov-

ernment affecting the wages or salaries 
of employees whose cases were pending 
before such agency on September 15, 
1942, and were undetermined on the date 
of enactment of this joint resolution, or 
(3)" and insert "or the National Labor 
Relations Act, or (2) ." · 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, if I 
may have the attention of the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. BROWN], the lan
guage on page 4, line 25, refers to the 
"highest wages or salaries paid therefor 
between January 1, 1942, and September 
15, 1942." . I assume that by that lan
guage is meant not necessarily wages 
or salaries actually paid, but the stand
ard for that period. 

Mr. BROWN. It means the rate of 
pay. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Will the Senator 
make a statement covering that ques
tion? 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I agree 
with the views expressed by the Senator 
from Texas. I believe that clause (2), 
commencing in line 23, on page 4, and 
extending to the word "Provided", on 
page 5, line 1, means the rate of salary, 
the rate of wage, or the rate of pay. 
Whether or not it was actually paid 
makes no particular difference. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Senator. 
The reason for my inquiry is that some 
persons who are interested have sug
gested to me their apprehension that 
perhaps some technical construction 
might be invoked as to whether or not a 
man's salary had been increased, or 
whether he had actually been paid within 
that period. I am sure the Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. BROWN. I believe that is the cor
rect construction. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the committee amend
ment on page 4, beginning in line 17. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, in section 

4, on page 5, line 2, after the word "may", 
to insert "without regard to the limita
tion contained in clause (2) ." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, in section 4, 

on page 5, line 3, after the word "salaries", 
to strike out "below the wages or salaries 
referred to in clauses (2) and (3) of this 
section." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, in section 5, 

on page 5, line 7, after the figure "5", to 
insert "(a)." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, in section 5, 

on page 5, after line 15, to insert: 
(b) Any person who willfully violates any 

regulation promulgated by the President 
under this joint resolution relating to wages 
or salaries, shall, upon conviction thereof, be 
fined not more than $1,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, in section 6, 

on page 5, line 2C, after the word "resolu
tion", to insert " (except sees. 8 and 
9) "; and in line 23, after the word "Pres
ident", to insert "by proclamation." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, in section 7, 

on page 6, line 1, after the figure "7", 
to insert "(a)." 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 
7, on page 6, after line 3, to insert: 

. (b) All provisions (including prohibitions 
and penalties) of the Emergency Price Con
trol Act of 1942 which are applicable with 
respect to orders or regulations under such 
act shall, insofar as they are not inconsistent 
with the provisions of this joint resolution, 
be applicable in the same manner and for the 
same purposes with respect to regulations or 
orders issued by the Price Administrator in 
the exercise of any functions which may be 
delegated to him under authority of this joint 
resolution. 

(c) Nothing in this joint resolution shall 
be construed to invalidate any provision of 
the Emergency Price Control Act of 1942 
(except to the extent that this joint resolu
tion is inconsistent with sections 3 (a) and 
3 (c) of such act), or to invalidate any regu
lation, price schedule, or order issued or 
effective under such act. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 6, 

after line 18, to insert: 
SEc. 8. (a) The Commodity Credit Corpo

ration is authorized and directed to make 
availabl~ upon any crop of the commodities 
cotton, corn, wheat, rice, tobacco, and pea· 
nuts for the year 1942 or any subsequent cal
endar year which begins during the continu
ance of the present war, if producers have not 
disapproved marketing quotas for such com
modity for the marketing year beginning in 
the calendar year in which such crop is har
vested, loans as follows: 

(1) To cooperators (except cooperators out
side the commercial corn-producing area, in 
the case of corn) at the rate of 90 percent of 
the parity price for the commodity as of the 
beginning of the marketing year; 

(2) To cooperators outside the commercial 
corn-producing area, in the case of corn, at 
the rate of 75 percent of the rate specified in 
(1) above; 

(3) To noncooperators (except noncoop
erators outside the commercial corn-produc
ing area, m the case of corn) at the rate of 
60 percent of the . rate specified in ( 1) above 
and only on so much of the commodity as 
would be subject to penalty if marketed. 

(b) All provisions of law applicable with 
respect to loans under the Agricultural Ad
justment Act of 1938, as amended, shall, 
insofar as they are not inconsistent with the 
provisions of this section, be applicable with 
respect to loans made under this section. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, before 
the Senate acts on the committee amend
ment on page 6, beginning in line 19, and 
continuing through line 19 on page 7, I 
wish to offer an amendment for the con
sideration of the Senator from Michi
gan. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend
ment offered by the Senator from Ne
braska will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 7, in the 
committee amendment, after line 19, it is 
proposed to insert the following new sub
section: 

(c) In the case of corn and wheat, not
witl:tstanding the foregoing provisions of this 
section, loans at the rates provided in sub
section (a) shall be made only if the Presi
dent determines that loans at such rates will 
aid in the effective prosecution of the war. 
If loans on corn and wheat are not made at 
the rates provided in subsection (a), loans 
on such commodities shall be made at the 
rates otherwise provided by law. 

Mr. MALONEY. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
will state it. 
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Mr. MALONEY. I had an amendment 

which I proposed to offer to this section, 
which it seems to me would be a little 
more definite than the amendment of
fered by the distinguished Senator from 
Nebraska. I inquire if it would be in 
order for me to ofier a substitute there
for. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend
ment offered by the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. BuTLER] is an amendment in 
the second degree. Therefore it is not 
subject to amendment. 

Mr. MALONEY. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, the 

amendment ofiered by the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. BuTLER], who is a mem
ber of the Banking and CUrrency Com
mittee, has my personal approval, and 
it has the approval of those who will be 
charged with the administration of this 
section. 

It has been felt that, while it was very 
unfortunate and very difficult to make 
this kind of an exception as to two of 
our basic commodities, nevertheless, be
cause of the feed situation and the neces
sity for keeping the prices of meat, par
ticularly beef and pork, within reasonable 
limits, the President should be author
ized to determine whether or not it is 
in the public interest to make loans above 
85 percent on corn and wheat. 

Under the provisions of the Butler 
amendment the President might permit 
loans as high as 90 percent; but also he 
would have discretionary authority to 
place a limit of 85 percent on such loans. 
It is the opinion of the Department of 
Agriculture that the adoption of this 
amendment would be in the public inter
est. That is also my own opinion. 

I should be glad to have the Senator 
from Connecticut state what he has in 
mind. My sole interest is to settle the 
matter satisfactorily to all concerned. 

Mr. MALONEY. .Mr. President, in an
swer to the very able 'Senator from Mich
igan let me say that I shall not provoke 
any further controversy, because the 
difierence between what I would suggest 
and what is proposed by the Senator 
from Nebraska is not great. The author 
of the bill, the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. BROWN] knows that I was opposed 
to this entire amendment in the com
mittee. I was particularly disturbed in 
reference to corn and wheat, because of 
the very obvious fact that the amend
ment would increase the cost of feed to 
poultry and cattle raisers, and would 
bring about an increase in the cost of 
living to consumers. I have figures from 
officials of the Department of Agricul
ture and from the Office of Price Ad
ministration showing an additional cost 
of $650,000,000 a year. 

The difference between the amendment 
which I had intended to ofier and that 
already ofiered by the able Senator from 
Nebraska is that he allows a leeway, or 
permits the President to authorize 90 per
cent loans, whereas my amendment 
would :fix the loan figure in the case of 
corn and wheat at 85 percent, where it 
now is. However, I do not believe that 
the difference is great, when we take into 
account the general situation and the de
lays which have occurred. I have com-

plete confidence in what will happen; and 
because I believe that the purpose which 
I have in mind will be served by the lan
guage of the amendment ofiered by the 
Senator from Nebraska, I shall offer no 
objection, and shall not propose a sub
stitute. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I believe 
that the amendment offered by the Sena
tor from Nebraska is better than the 
amendment proposed ·by the Senator 
from Connecticut for this reason: It was 
most difilcult for the Senator from Mich
igan and others of us who are responsible 
for bringing this measure before the Sen
ate to make a distinction between basic 
commodities such as cotton, corn, wheat, 
and other commodities in that list. I did 
not assent to this amendment until I had 
discussed the matter with Senators from 
corn-producing States. I do not state 
that any of them agrees to this amend
ment. The situation was most difficult, 
but I feel that it would be far better to 
leave with the President the discretion or 
authority to run the limitation up be
tween 85 and 90 percent, or keep it down 
to 85, than to adopt a hard and fast rule 
which would single out corn and wheat 
and allow absolutely no discretion or au
thority to the administrative branch of 
the Government with respect to those 
commodities. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I am in
terested in this amendment. I cannot 
see why cotton should not be in the 
same category with corn and wheat so 
far as the discretionary powers of the 
President are concerned. I do not see 
why cotton should be set out definitely 
in a mandatory provision, or why we 
should say to the President, "You must 
loan 90 percent on cotton, but you may 
loan only 85 percent on corn and wheat." 
I can understand the provision of the 
amendment of the Senator from Ne
braska with respect to corn as it relates to 
hogs; but I do not understand the provi
sion with respect to wheat. It seems to 
me that in dealing with the entire prob
lem with the utmost fairness, cotton, 
corn, and wheat, basic commodities upon 
which we have been legislating for a long 
time, should remain in the same category, 
in order that the provision may not be 
misunderstood in the agriculture section 
from which I come. 

In other words, I am in favor of the 
90-percent provision, with the discre
tionary power lodged in the President 
of the United States to say, at the ap
propriate time, whether the loan value 
should be increased from 85 to 90 per
cent on cotton, corn, and wheat, pro
vided it is in the interest of the war 
effort, as is stated in the amendment. 

I am not attempting to make any ar
gument against the cotton farmer of the 
South; but I am making an argument 
for unity. I unhesitatingly say that if 
this amendment is adopted, giving cot
ton a preference in the matter of loans, 
and making it mandatory to increase 
the loan value from 85 to 90 percent on 
cotton, with the discretionary authority 
in the President to say whether or not 
the loan values of corn and wheat shall 
be increased. immediately the farmer in 
my section of the country will say that 
.there is no unity in the provision, and 

that one class of farmers is being fa
vored over another. 

Not every farmer in my section of the 
country who raises corn feeds it to hogs 
or cattle. There are thousands of farm
ers in Illinois who produce nothing but 
corn and wheat. They are probably a 
little more interested in obtaining a 90 
percent loan than in having the loan 
value discretionary with the President. 
I am speaking from the standpoint of 
the individual farmer who raises all corn 
and wheat; but I must look at the prob
lem from the standpoint of an over-all 
objective-! must consider the farmer 
and the consumer. Obviously I must 
base all my decisions upon winning the 
war. 

So with respect to this provision I 
appeal to the Senator and to the Senate 
to put all three of the basic commodities 
in the same category, so that we shall 
not permit the country to believe that 
with respect to loans, cotton will receive 
any preference over either corn or wheat. 
I present that appeal in the utmost good 
faith because I am confident that if 
what I have requested is not done, the 
people in my section will again mis
understand the problem. God knows 
there is now enough disunity in that sec
tion as a result of what we have been 
doing here in the last week or 10 days;_ 
and I do not want to add any more to 
the chaos and confusion which exist at 
the present time, 

If my request is not agreed to by the 
Senate, at the proper time I shall offer 
an amendment to take care of the matter. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LUCAS. I yield. 
Mr. WHEELER. I am glad the Sen

ator said what he did say, and I thor
oughly agree with everything the distin
guished senior Senator from Dlinois has 
just stated. 

The wheat farmers in the West-in 
Montana and in North Dakota-do not to 
any extent feed their wheat to cattle or 
sheep. They have to sell their wheat on 
the market. If cotton is granted a pref
erence it will be very diffi.cuit to explain 
the matter to the wheat farmers who 
are not now receiving the parity price. 
The price of wheat is way below parity; 
if they were receiving the parity price 
at the present time, the price of wheat 
would be approximately $1.34 a bushel. .. 
However, the wheat farmers are receiv
ing only approximately 95 cents a bushel 
for their wheat; in fact, in many places 
in Montana they are receiving only 85 
cents ~ bushel for it. 

I did not hear very much complaint in 
response to the request for an increase in 
the loan value; but if a loan '{)f 90 percent 
is to be gTanted the producers of other 
products, the wheat farmers will object 
bitterly if they are not treated equitably, 
because they 'Rre not now receiving the 
parity price for their wheat. Senators 
suggest that cattle raisers and chicken 
raisers shouid be protected; and the 
President has said that the price of cattle 
and tbe price of beef are too high; and 
yet it is proposed that we say to the 
wheat farmers o.f the country., "We shall 
not increase the loan value of your wheat 
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5 cents so as to try to bring the price 
of wheat a little nearer to the parity 
price, but we shall increase the loan value 
of all other products." 

I thoroughly agree with what the Sen
ator from Illinois has said. In the 
wheat-growing sections of the country 
more disunity and greater discourage
ment would be caused on the part of the 
wheat farmers by including in the meas
ure a provision of the kind which has 
been proposed than by ignoring the 
whole subject. Either . the provision 
should apply to all products or it should 
not apply to any. If the proposed 
amendment should be adopted the farm
ers in my State and in the Northwest 
generally would be discriminated against. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER] and 
'the Senator from Illinois [Mr. LucAs] 
certainly have a good deal on their side 
of the argument. It was with great re
luctance that I brought myself to take 
the position I have taken. However, the 
practical situation is this: We propose 
to stabilize prices and wages as of Sep
tember 15, 1942. The 90-percent floor, 
so-called, would, if corn and wheat were 
included, bring about such a situation 
that according to the testimony of those 
in charge of price administration, there 
would be, as the Senator from Connec
ticut pointed out, an immediate increase 
in the prices of those two feed crops
corn and wheat-which would result in 
adding $650,000,000 to the bill of the con
sumers of the United States. 

So far as I personally was concerned, 
I had to decide. between making an ap
parent discrimination-and I grant that 
it would be-and doing that which 
would be best for the great mass of the 
consuming public. There is no question 
that the other basic commodities---and 
of course there is another large class of 
commodities-the production of which 
the Secretary of Agriculture i::; encour
aging for war purposes-would be bene
fited by the 90-percent loan provision 
proposed to be included in the joint reso
lution. 

I say that I had to decide between 
those two matters. I felt that if we were 
to disturb the present level of prices, 
which is the ideal or the standard which 
we are hoping to achieve by the passage 
of the pending joint resolution, to the 
extent of raising the prices of meat, pork, 
beef, and poultry by the amount of $650,.-
000,000, it would be most unfortunate. 

Therefore, with great reluctance I 
adopted the means suggested by the Sen
ator from Nebraska [Mr. BUTLER], the 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. MA
LONEY], and others, particularly those in 
eharge in the Department of Agricul
ture; I adopted that very unfortunate 
means of achieving the desired result. 
I am fully convinced that it is a sound 
method and is the proper thing to do 
under present circumstances. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, let me 
say to the Senator from Michigan that 
when I read the proposal I immediately 
recognized that it would not stabilize 
prices but would raise the prices of some 
commodities. That would be the effect 

of the proposed 90-percent-loan provi
sion. 

Mr. BROWN. I disagree with the 
Senator. 

Mr. WHEELER. Let us consider 
wheat, for instance. What the average 
wheat farmer receives today is the loan 
value of his wheat, although, as a matter 
of fact, the Montana wheat farmer does 
not receive that niuch, because he cannot 
store his wheat; there are not enough 
bins in which to store the wheat the 
wheat farmers are ra1smg. Conse
quently, in many instances, the wheat 
farmer has to store his wheat on the 
ground, or dump it on the market, where 
he has to sell it at a price below its 
rr.arket value. 

I am stating facts. I have only re
cently returned from among the wheat 
farmers of Montana, and I know what 
is taking place there. My information 
does not come from some theorist in the 
Department of Agriculture, but from 
actual observation, and I know what is 
taking place. 

If the proposed amendment were 
agreed to we should be saying to the 
wheat farmers in that section of the 
country, "We shall keep down the price 
of your wheat, but we shall grant high 
loan values for all other commodities"; 
and we should be saying that notwith
standing the fact that today the wheat 
farmer is not receiving the parity price 
for his product, and notwithstanding the 
fact that his labor costs have gone up 
tremendously, and now he cannot even 
secure the labor he needs, no matter what 
he offers to pay for it. 

If the proposed amendment should be 
agreed to the feeling would be created 
tbat the Congress and the administra
tion were discriminating against the 
wheat farmers of this country. If that 
is what the Senators want to do, of 
course, they can do so. 

Oh, Mr. President, there has been much 
said about unity in this country; but the 
kind of unity referred to is the unity 
obtained when there is 100-percent 
agreement with everything a certain 
group in the country wants. If one does 
not agree with that group he is charged 
with trying to breed disunity. 

Mr. President, unity is a two-way 
street, and there must be cooperation by 
both sides. 

While I am referring to unity. let me 
call attention to the fact that some of 
those who are shouting the loudest about 
unity in this country have been trying 
to bring about the greatest disunity. 
When Pearl Harbor was attacl-.ed I was 
one of the first men in the country to 
say that what we had to do was to 
destroy the Japs, and that I strongly 
favored doing so. Since that time I have 
done everything I possibly could do to 
go along with the administration in the 
prosecutfon of the war. Yet what do I 
find? I find a number of controlled pub
lications and a number of persons putting 
out propaganda, some of it coming from 
administration sources, trying to stir up 
disunity in the United States on every 
occasion by criticizing everyone who be
fore the attack on Pearl Harbor hap
pened to be opposed to entering the war. 

If such criticism will bring about unity 
in our country, let me say that, so far as 
I am concerned, if anyone, whether act
ing on behalf of the administration or 
otherwise, wants to raise the question 
as to what my stand was before we en
tered the war, I am perfectly willing to 
discuss it on the floor of the Senate. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, is the 
Senator from Montana addressing his 
remarks to me? [Laughter.] 

Mr. WHEELER. No; not at all. I am 
not addressing them to the Senator, be
cause the matter has not been challenged 
in the .Senate, but I am becoming weary 
of having those who speak for the ad
ministration-spokesmen of the admin
istration-constantly sending out propa
ganda to the effect that everyone who 
before the attack on Pearl Harbor did · 
not agree with them about entering the 
war was unpatriotic, and yet at the same 
time they call for unity. 

So I agree entirely with what the Sen
ator from Illinois has said. I do not know 
what will be the attitude of the corn 
farmers because in Montana compara
tively little corn is grown, but I think I 
can speak for the wheat farmers, for in 
recent weeks I have been in contact with 
them on their farms throughout Mon
tana, and I know what their attitude is. 
In many instances they now are saying 
that the Congress and the administra
tion favor the cotton farmers and some 
other farmers, but discriminate against 
the wheat farmers in the Northwest. 

If the proposed amendment be in
cluded in the measure, or if the matter 
be left to the discretion of the President, 
and if he discriminates against the wheat 
farmers, in my judgment, not only will 
there be brought down the accusation 
that the wheat farmers of the country. 
are being discriminated against but it 
will be a just accusation. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, the pnic
tical situation is that if the 90-percent 
floor, so-called, which is proposed as a 
result of suggestions contained in the 
President's message, shall be agreed to 
as to all crops, there will result an in
crease of approximately $650,000,000 in 
the cost of living. 

If the amendment offered by the Sen
ator from Nebraska [Mr. BuTLER] or the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. MALONEY] were agreed 
to, then the 90-percent floor, so-called, 
would not affect the cost of living. In 
other words, it is a device-an unfortu
nate one, I agree-by which we maintain 
the present status-the present level of 
prices. I think under those circum
stances the amendment is justified. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Michigan yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. BROWN. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. I do not doubt the state

ment the Senator has made with respect 
to the increased cost of living, but it will 
not be possible to explain that situation 
to the farmer who reads in the news
papers that one group of farmers in this 
country is able to obtain 90-percent 
loans, and it is mandatory upon the part 
of the President that he allow them 90-
percent loans; while, on the other hand, 
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it is discretionary with .him whether he 
shall give the wheat and the corn farm
ers SO-percent loans. Assuming every
thing that the able Senator from Michi
gan has said to be true, would not dis
cretionary rather than mandatory power 
in the President result in accomplishing 
the very objective the Senator has dis
cussed? In other words, if the President 
of the United States wants to allow the 
cotton farmer a 90-percent loan, give 
him discretionary power to do so. It will 
meet the objection to which the Senator 
has referred, and the corn farmer in my 
section will be satisfied if the President 
of the United States does that. 

I do not say that the President of the 
United States will discriminate against 
the wheat farmer or the corn farmer or 
the cotton farmer. I have confidence in 
the President of the United States to ad
minister this law in a just, wise, and ju
dicious manner for the benefit of all the 
farmers insofar as he can do so on a 
basis of equality. I am confident that 
we are going to have a better feeling 
among the farmers of this country, espe
cially in the Northwest and the Central 
West where the other two basic commod
ities are produced, if they are all placed 
in the same category, and · the President 
of the United States is given the discre
tionary power, if that be necessary, to 
make any loan he wants to make between 
85 to 90 percent on either one of the 
commodities. 

At the proper time, Mr. President, I 
propose to offer an amendment which 
will accomplish that objective. 

Mr. HERRING. Mr. President, repre
senting, in part, the foremost corn-pro
ducing State in the Union, I wish to say 
that I agree with the Senator from Illi
nois. I cannot agree that it would not 
affect the cost of living to permit an 
increase in the sales price of cotton and 
at the same time hold down corn and 
wheat under a "discretionary power. 

I may say that before the committee 
the producers of corn and wheat did not 
ask for an increase in the loan value to 
90 percent. It was the representatives of 
other crops who asl~ed for that; and now 
we are being penalized simply because we 
did not ask for the increase . . We were 
willing to have the price stabilized in 
order to hold down the cost of living. 
Now we find we are being penalized be
cause of that very attitude. 

I may say that the price of cotton af
fects the cost of living just as much as 
does the price of corn or wheat. The corn 
and wheat producers are willing to ac
cept the same · provision that is applied 
to the other basic commodities, but this 
proposal is unfair and discriminatory to 
us, for, in the one case the power would 
be discretionary and in the other case 
mandatory. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I should 
like to emphasize one clause in the 
amendment that it is left discretionary to 
the President "if in the interest of the 
war program." I do .not believe any of 
us in America want to deny the President 
that privilege. Whether he will execute 
the option we do not know, but I believe, 
in the interest of unity, we in the section 
from which I come are perfectly willing 
to go along, because grain, as such, is not 

worth a great deal. It has got to be con
verted into meat. into poultry products, 
or dairy products before it becomes of 
value in the war program. The Depart
ment of Agriculture has indicated its 
preference for this proposal, as have the 
committee leaders, and I am perfectly 
willing to go along with theni and leave 
this discretion to the Commander in 
Chief. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BUTLER. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. The Senate amendment 

does not leave it to the discretion of the 
President of the United States insofar as 
cotton is concerned. That is the basis 
of the argument of the Senator from 
Illinois. In other words, the Senator's 
amendment absolutely says nothing 
about cotton, and that is what I am talk
ing about. 

Mr. BUTLER. The Senator from Illi
nois can offer his amendment at the 
proper time. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I rise to a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. LUCAS. Would an amendment to 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Nebraska be in order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would 
not be in order, because the amendment 
of the Senator from Nebraska· is in the 
second degree. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, a further 
parliamentary inquiry .. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois will state his par
liamentary inquiry. 

Mr. LUCAS. If the Butler amendment 
is agreed to then, will the amendment · 
which the Senator from Dlinois proposes 
to offer dealing with this proposition be 
in ordei' at that time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
committee amendment would be open to 
further amendment. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. BUTLER]. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, as I 
read the joint resolution I thought the 
policy had been adopted insofar as cer
tain commodities are concerned to un
dertake to stabilize their prices, or aid in 
stabilizing their prices, by increasing the 
loan varlue on basic commodities. Go 
far as I know that seems to have met 
with general approval. 

Now it appears that there are some 
Senators from the wheat and corn areas 
who are objecting to this iron-bound 
provision in the joint resolution and who 
desire that some discretionary authority 
be vested in the President insofar as 
wheat and corn are concerned. There 
could be no objection to that if it meets 
with the approval of the Senators who 
peculiarly represent the area in which 
these crops are produced; but if they de
sire a modification of the rule prescribed 
by the committee, why should they wish 
to bring other commodities under the 
rule designed to fit the peculiar situation 
which obtains in the Middle West and 
the West? 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. OVERTON. I yield. 
Mr. WHEELER. The Senator is incor

rect, I think, because, if I am judge of 
the sentiment among the wheat farmers, 
they would be glad to have the provision 
just as it is. They did not come here ask
ing for it, it is true; but they do not want 
to be discriminated against. 

Mr. OVERTON. Why advocate it at 
all? Why not vote down the amend
ment? 

Mr. WHEELER. Every farmer in my 
State would like. to get an increase of 
5 percent in the loan, :Jecause that would 

·mean he would receive more for his 
wheat. The same argument applies to 
wheat and to corn that applies to cotton. 
Why discriminate against the wheat 
farmer? Why discriminate against the 
corn farmer? 

Mr. OVERTON. It is a discrimination 
that is not being brought about by any
one representing the cotton farmer, the 
tobacco farmer, or the rice farmer. 

Mr. WHEELER. I agree to that, and 
that is the reason I am appealing to the 
cotton farmers and the rice farmers to 
vote down this amendment and let the 
provision which is now in the measure 
remain. 

Mr. OVERTON. I agree with the able 
Senator. I think the best course to pur
sue is to vote down the amendment. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, thi& 
· amendment was adopted in the Commit
tee on Banking and Currency, putting 
all the commodities affected on exactly 
the same basis, and it was really pre
sented in line with the President's recom
mendation. The figures were accepted 
also because we were informed that 90 
percent had been mentioned, and was 
agreeable to the President. It will be 
recalled that he had mentioned the im
portance of putting floors under these 
agricultural commodities. 

I was approached about this amend
ment by the Senator from Nebraska, who 
o~ered it, and I told him that if the 
wheat producers and the corn producers 
did not want to be included, of course I 
did not want to force them into it, but 
personally I favored putting in all the 
commodities as they were included in 
the committee. 

I do not like to have a controversy 
develop between the producers of wheat 
and corn which may result in cotton, 
tobacco, rice, and peanuts being left out, 
or the loan provision being left even in 
the discretion of the President, because 
he may feel as the Senator from Illinois 
feels, and if we put in a few and leave 
the matter to the President's discretion, 
he may not apply the ceiling to any of 
them. 

I want it known, for whatever effect 
it may have, that the groups interested in 
cotton, tobacco, rice, and other commod
ities included have had nothing to do 
with this movement. I had been led to 
believe that there would not be any dis
agreement between the corn and wheat 
interests about the matter, but now the 
disagreement appears. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield. 
Mr. McKELLAR. As I ·understand, 

there has been no application, no desire, 
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no purpose, no intent, and nothing done, 
to have the cotton, rice, and tobacco in
cluded in the amendment. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. There will be; no
tice has been given that an effort will be 
made to include cotton. 

Mr. McKELLAR. But the cotton, to
bacco, and rice producers have not made 
any request to be included. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. No. 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I fully 

concur in what the Senator from Ala
bama . says. The amendment did not 
come from the cotton-growing States, or 
from Senators representing cotton-grow
ing States. I greatly regret that the 
Senators from corn-growing States feel 
as they do about the proposal. The sit
uation is a very practical one, for the 
90-percent · loan as to the other com
modities would not affect the level of 
prices, but a 90-percent loan on corn and 
wheat would materially affect prices. 

This matter was the subject of criti
cism in the committee and in the coun
try, and on the part of the administra
tion, when the 90-percent loan proposal 
was placed in the bill by the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

Mr. DANAHER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BROWN. I shall yield in a mo
ment. The amendment is the amend
ment of the Senator from Alabama. As 
he stated, the amendment was based 
largely on the President's message. No 
specific figure was given for a. :floor, but 
:floors were mentioned in the message, 
and we were confronted by the very prac
tical proposition, that corn and wheat, 
if given 90-percent loans, would rise ma
terially in price. Our idea in sponsoring 
the joint resolution has been to stabilize 
prices as they are, and despite the mis
givings of many Sen::ttors, I am satisfied 
that they will be stabilized substantially 
as they are. But if we do not in some 
way give the President this limited and 
small discretionary power between 85 
and 90 percent of parity for a loan basis, 
we shall be criticized throughout the 
country for permitting an upward bound 
in the cost of living to the amount of 
$650,000,000. 

The Senators from Montana and Dli
nois both say that that cannot be ex
plained. I think it has been explained 
on the :floor of the Senate. I think when 
we are setting up a definite price sta
bilization as of September 15, 1942, and 
we find that this 90-percent amendment 
would greatly disturb that situation, the 
farmers will understand. There is no 
great dissatisfaction with the prices of 
corn and wheat at the present time. We 
are merely carrying out the general idea 
of the joint resolution, to keep prices at 
the present level. 

I now yield to the Senator from Con
necticut. 

Mr. DANAHER. Is it not a fact that 
the Department of Agriculture informed 
us that the increase in cost to consum
ers as a result of the amendment as it 
came from the committee would amount 
to $650,000,000 a year? 

Mr. BROWN. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. DANAHER. Am I not correct in 

having understood the Senator from 
Michigan to say that the committee 

amendment was not the work or the 
amendment of the Senator from Ala
bama? 

Mr. BROWN. The Senator did not 
hear quite all the statement. I said that 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Alabama was an amendment which in
cluded within the 90-percent loan classi
fication all basic commodities, and all 
commodities the production of which is 
encouraged by the Secretary of Agri
culture, and that it was not the idea of 
the Senator from Alabama that corn 
loans should be reduced to 85 percent .. 

Mr. DANAHER. Let me ask the Sena
tor from Michigan whence the amend
ment came? It was not in the original 
joint resolution. 

Mr. BROWN. No; it came from the 
Senator from Nebraska, who offered it 
a while ago. 

Mr. DANAHER. I am not referring 
to the pending· substitute, but to the 
committee amendment. 

Mr. BROWN. The committee amend
ment came from the Senator from Ala
bama; but, as I tried to make plain, the 
Senator's amendment covered all crops 
under tbe 90-percent :floor provision. 

Mr. DANAHER. It did and does rep
resent an increase in loan rate from 85 
to 90 percent? 
. Mr. BROWN. That is correct. 

Mr. DANAHER. On all basic com-
modities? 

Mr. BROWN. Yes. 
Mr. DANAHER. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. BANKHEAD. I am sure the Sena-

tor from Michigan and the majority lead
er will confirm the statement that in the 
original conference-at which I was per
mitted to be present-beJ;ween the two 
Senators who were the authors of the 
joint resolution, there was discussion of 
the question of the amount to be included 
in the measure in order to carry out the 
recommendations contained in the Presi
dent's message, there was a discussion as 
to whether the loan rate should be 100 
percent or less. 

Although the Senate, after a very active 
contest about a month or so ago, passed 
the measure providing for 100-percent 
loans on all these basic commodities
and I was coauthor of that bill, with the 
junior Senator from Georgia-in view of 
subsequent developments, in view of the 
removal of the 110 percent of parity-
10-percent extra-which prevented :fluc
tuations in the prices of these commodi
ties above 100 percent, I told the members 
attending the conference that I would not 
insist on the 100 percent because it would 
leave no margin for :fluctuation but would 
amount to a fixation at 100 percent of 
the price. If the :floor was fixed at 100 
percent and the ceilin :at 100 percent, 
the market would be closed. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I believe the Senator 

also suggested that if the :floor and the 
ceiling were fixed at 100 percent of paritY, 
and a loan rate were fixed at 100 percent 
of value, the tendency and the incentive 
would be for all producers to put their 
crops in the hands of the Government 
and take the 100 percent loans. It should 
be emphasized that when the 100-percent 

loan bill was passed, of which the Senator 
was the author, or perhaps coauthor-

Mr. BANKHEAL. The Senator from 
Georgia was coauthor .. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is correct. The 
100-percent-loari provision which was in 
the bill was based on 110 percent of par
ity and based on the theory that there 
ought to be about a 10-percent differ
ence between the parity requirement and 
the loan; otherwise all crops might go 
into the hands of the Government under 
the loan. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. That is correct. It 
was in recognition of that principle that 
I proposed to the conference that we 
reduce the rate to 90 percent, although 
the Senate had adopted 100 percent. 

I make this statement because some
one asked where this amendment came 
from. It was then agreed by those pres
ent that I should prepare the amendment 
along the lines agreed on and present it 
to the committee. In that way I became 
the author of the amendment in the 
committee, rather than have it in the 
original ·draft, because the original draft 
of the bill was then ready for introduc
tion. That is how the matter started. 

Mr. HERRING. In answer to the 
Senator from Kentucky let me say there 
was no objection to the 90 percent cover
ing all basic commodities. We are mak
ing the objection because you singled out 
corn and wheat. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Do not say I did. 
Mr. HERRING. I voted against the 

90 percent in the committee. It was 
passed over my vote. I now merely ask 
that if we are to have a 90-percent com
modity loan, it should apply to all 
commodities. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I agree with the 
statement of the Senator. 

Mr. DANAHER. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield. 
Mr. DANAHER. There were many 

other members on the committee who 
voted with the Senator from Iowa, in
cluding myself. It is my recollection 
there were several proxies voted the 
other way, and that is how the amend
ment got into the bill. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I shall not take 
further time in the matter, Mr. Presi
dent. The pending measure is in the 
interest of stabilizing and putting :floors 
under certain agricultural commodities. 
It is a measure which has been recom
mended by the President. It embraces 
a principle generally recognized, and 
certainly all representatives of the com
modities which are left in the joint reso
lution have no desire to exclude any 
other commodity, and if any other com
modity is excluded, it will be by the 
action of the representatives of that spe
cific commodity. In view of the opposi
tion which has arisen-! was led to be
lieve there would not be any-I shall 
vote against the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. DANAHER. Will the Senator 
further yield? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield. 
Mr. DANAHER. I suggest that a 

feasible way of reaching the heart of 
the problem would be for the Senator 
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from Alabama to withdraw his amend
ment. In that way he could relieve the 
whole difficulty. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. The Senator from 
Connecticut ought to have better judg
ment than to make such a suggestion. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I have 
never understood the reason for includ
ing the 9U-percent loan amendment in 
the joint resolution, which is a measure 
to reduce the whole level and stabilize 
the cost of living. The principal items 
of which complaint is made and which 
the bill will affect, are milk, butter, eggs, 
and, to some extent, meat products. 
The loan provided for on wheat and 
corn will increase the cost of feed. It 
will increase the cost of producing pork, 
for instance, by 40 cents a 100 pounds. 
The moment the amendment to the law 
goes int-o effect it will raise the price of 
corn to such a point that the increase in 
the cost of feeding hogs will be 40 cents 
a hundred pounds. . 

The great complaint throughout . the 
..country today is over the cost of meat 
and the cost of dairy products. In the 
pending measure, which is designed to 
hold the present levels, it is proposed 
that we include a provislon which will 
forcibly raise the price. 

Heretofore we have been ta1king about 
restraining, but now we are taking a price 
which probably is above its natural level 
anyway and are proposing by this loan 
provision to increase . it 5 percent in the 
case of corn and wheat. That is directly 
against the very purpose of the· pending 
measure. It will negative, to my mind, a 
large proportion of the gain which might 
conceivably be accomplished in holding 
down the price of dairy products to 100. 

Mr. President, it makes no difference to 
most farmers, because the parity pay
ments provide for 160 percent of parity, 
and consequently the corn and wheat 
farmer who sells at 85 percent gets 15 
percent as his parity payment. If it 
seUs at 90 percent he gets 10 percent as 
his parity payment. So, as far .as I can 
see, it makes no difference to bim. It ts 
a slight subsidy policY, but we have 
adopted that policy for years, so I see 
no .objection to it at the present moment. 

It is suggested that this proposal was 
in aceord with some agreement. I was 
not present at the conference to which 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. BANK
HEAD] refers, but it certainly does not 
carry out the Idea presented by the Pres
ident ln his message. He .suggested that 
there be a :tloor under farm prices
when? After the war, so as te help the 
farmer at a time when prices are likely 
to collapse. The amendment, when 
originally proposed by the Senator from 
Alabama, contained a provision that the 
90-percent loan should continue f-or 3 
years after the war. That was 1inallY 
Yielded. So it came back as nothing but 
an immediate price-raising measure, so 
Jar as corn and wheat are concerned. 

I do not care about cotton, because 
cotton is already selling for more than 
the 00-pereent loan. The price <>f cotton 
will not be raised by this particular loan 
provision. I am not absolutely certain, 
but my impression is that the price of 
cotton and cotton goods, for a long time 

to come, is set on the basis of a cotton 
price higher than the 90-percent loan. 

So far as the next year is concerned 
it does not make any material difference . 
to the consumer whether cotton has an 
85 percent or a 90 percent loan. It, 
therefore, makes no difference to me. It 
seems to me that the only effect of rais
ing the loan price on corn and wheat is 
to increase the cost of living, and to in
crease the difficulties of the meat pro
ducers and the dairy farmers, who pre
sented the greatest case for increased 
cost, from the standpoint of labor and 
other elements, and :finally to increase 
the cost of living in connection with the 
very item about which the houseWife is 
most severely complaining. So it seems 
to me that certainly we should agree to 
the Butler amendment. What we do 
with cotton is immaterial to me. I do 
not think ·it will have any immediate 
effect whatever on the economy of the 
country. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I wish 
to appeal to Senators to vote against the 
amendment for the reason which I shall 
state. During the last World War in the 
Northwest a price was set on wheat. 
Cotton went to 4.0 cents a pound during 
the last war. We confront apparently a 
similar situation at this time. I have 
before me the debates which occurred in 
Congress 25 years ago. during the last 
World War. Those debates sh<Jw that 
at that time also the wheat farmer was 
discriminated against. I do not know of 
one good reason why the farmer who 
raises cotton or why the farm-er wbo 
raises tobacco should get a better deal 
than the farmer who raises wheat and 
tbe farmer wq{) raises corn. We are to
day asking for just exactly tile same kind 
of .a deal for all four commodities. I 
hope therefore the amendment will be 
:rejected. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, regardless 
of what happens to the Butler amend
ment, I am ,going to offer the following 
amendment, on page 6, line 19---to strike 
out the word "the", and in lieu thereof to 
insert: 

If the President determines that loans at 
the rate provided for in this section will a.id 
in the effective pvosecution 'Of the war, the-

Then foilows the language in line 19-
Commodity Credit Corporation is authorized 
and directed to make available upon any 
crop-

And so forth. I do not wish my posi
tion misunderstood in connection with 
this measure. The Senator from Tilinois 
bas .consistently and constantly, since the 
measure was brought to the Senate, sup
ported the theory of the President, inso
far as inflati is concerned, and I am 
against any amendment that will tend to 
produce infiati<Jn. In other words, I 
think my amendment will not in anywise 
affect the present economy of the coun
try, but it will do exactly what I have 
explained from the first-it will leave 
the discretion with the President of the 
United States as to whether or not he 
shall grant a loan of 85 percent on corn, 
wheat. or cotton. That is all I am ask
ing. If 85 percent on corn is sufficient, 
and the President so states by an order 

to the Commodity Credit Corporation, 
I am satisfied. If he authorizes an 85-
percent loan on wheat, I am satisfied. 
If he wants, under his discretion, to grant 
a loan of 90 percent to cotton, as is sug
gested here, I am satisfied. I shall not 
by my vote make it mandatory that 
cotton shall obtain a loan of 90 percent, 
which would happen if the Butler amend
ment were adopted. I cannot let that 
go to the country and permit the corn 
and the wheat farmer to remain on the 
85-percent loan basis. In other · words, 
we have a :floor at the present time on 
an these commodities of 85 percent of 
the parity price, and I have always 
doubted the wisdom of giving 90 percent, 
as is proposed in the amendment, be
cause we have already :fixed a floor 
through the loan legislation passed by 
the Congress providing for mandatory 
loans. The mandatory loans are to be 
made on the basic commodities. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator fr{)m Illinois yield? 

Mr. LUCAS. I yield. 
Mr. BROWN. Everyone realizes that, 

so far as I am concerned, I have no par
ticular State interest in this matter. I 
had hoped that the suggestion made by 
the Senator from Nebraska would be ac
ceptable to the Senator from Illinois with 
whom, he will recE~Jl, I discussed the 
question, as well as with the Senator 
from .Iowa and others who are interested 
in it. It is quite apparent that we are 
going to have to go to conference on 
this matter. The Senator from Alabama 
[Mr~ BANKHEAD] will be a member of the 
conference committee. I urge Senators 
representing these two particular inter
ests to note that, from a practical stand
point, the wheat and corn farmers are 
not asking that this $650,000,000 be 
added to· the bill of the American con
Sl'mers. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. BROWN. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. The Senator from Mich

igan does not think I am asking for that. 
Mr. BROWN. No; I certainly do not. 

The Senator from Illinois has just stated 
that if the President makes an 85-per
cent loan on corn and a 90-peroent loan 
on cotton and peanuts and tobacco and 
these other crops, he would be content. 
With that situation facing us I ask the 
Senator from Alabama if he will not let 
us put in the measure a provisi<Jn for 85 
percent~ Then when the joint resolution 
g-oes to conference I am quite satisfied 
that we can work out with the adminis
trative authorities a provision which wm 
solve the problem. If the amendment 
which the Senator from Illinois offers 
would have the result, as I think it may, 
of defeating the Butler amendment, 
then we would be in the situation of 
both the H{)use and the Senate having 
definitely a.dopted a provision for 90-
percent loans, and the conferees could 
not do anything about it. Every Senator. 
admits that the situation is sueh tbat 
the $650,000,000 ought not to be added 
to the bill of the American consumer. 
Witb that situation in mind 1 appeal to 
the Senator from Alabama. 
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Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. BROWN. I yield. 
Mr. BANKHEAD. I wish to say, in 

order that there may be no misunder
standing about the matter, that I do not 
take any stock at all in the statement fur
nished to the Senator from Michigan by 
an employee in the Department-and I 
know who furnished it-that a proposal 
for a 5-percent loan increase would re
sult in an increased cost to the consumer 
of $650,000,000. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I will say 
that the information was not furnished 
to me by an employee; it was furnished to 
me by the Price Administrator. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. But it came 
through an employee. The Government, 
in fact, will not lose money on its cotton 
loans, and probably will not lose any 
money on its tobacco loans. Those loans 
are not an expense to the Government. 
They are recoverable. 

Mr. President, as the present shortage 
of farm labor increases, and as there is a 
greater demand for food for lend-lease 
purposes, I have no apprehension that 
the Government will lose anything at all 
on these loans. The Government has a 
large quantity of wheat which it can sell. 
That wheat is holding the price down. 
Putting wheat and corn in loan will not 
necessarily increase the price of those 
commodities. We fought that fight here 
previously. I assisted the administration 
in that fight, which tied up the agricul
tural appropriation bill for about 2 
months. One of the principal points in
volved in that fight was the proposal that 
we give the administration power to sell 
wheat at 85 percent of the parity price 
of corn. The administration still has 
that power, and will have it throughout 
the present marketing year-nearly an 
entire year, up to the 1st of next July. 
So I do not think this matter ought to be 
decided upon a statement that the pro
posed action will cost the consumers of 
the country any great amount of money. 
I doubt if the President would have sug
gested 90 percent, as anxious as he is to 
protect consumers, if there had been any 
real justification for a conclusion of that 
sort. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Alabama yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. What benefit can the 

cotton farmer derive from the 90-percent 
loan being made mandatory in the pend
ing measure in view of the present mar
ket price of cotton. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. So far as price is 
concerned, as the Senator from Ohio has 
properly said, cotton is selling above the 
loan value. If, however, with the tre
mendous crop which we have-the larg
est in recent years-and with very few 
speculators or buyers of hedges in the 
market, the cotton is dumped on the 
market, as most likely it will be, the 
price of cotton will be driven down to 
the loan point. I do not believe it will 
ever go much below the loan point; but 
the fact that we have a little higher loan 
point will stabilize the price, and the 
mills will buy at that level to keep cotton 

from going into the loan. So I think 
there is a possibility that it would be 
helpful to the cotton farmers from that 
standpoint. It is conceded that nobody 
expects the Government ·to suffer any 
loss as a result of the loan. I do not know 
whether or not it would·benefit the wheat 
and corn producers. If it would, I should 
be glad to vote to benefit them. If it 
would benefit them, considering the loss 
of labor they have suffered and the in
crease in costs to which they have been 
subjected, I think we ought to be willing 
to benefit them if we can do so by rais
ing the market price 5 percent and let
ting the farmer have the benefit of the 
increase. I am willing to take that l!e
sponsibility, in view of the distressing 
situation now confronting agriculture. 

MT. BROWN. Mr. President, I have 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BuN
KER in the chair). The Senator from 
Michigan has the floor. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, in view 
of the President's message, and in view 
of the sacrifices which must be made by 
farmers in preventing prices from going 
considerably higher than they now are, 
I believe that the Senator from Alabama 
is justified in asking for a 90-percent 
loan. But the corn and wheat producers 
are not asking for the $650,000,000, if Mr. 
Henderson is correct as to the figure. If 
we pass the joint resolution as it is, there 
will be absolutely nothing in the con
ference on the question. 

The Senator from Alabama and I have 
many times made agreements in the 
cloakrooms and elsewhere. We did so 
this morning. We have been able to com
promise on many things. Let me say to. 
the Senator from Alabama that I will 
commit myself to see that he is fully pro
tected in conference with respect to 90-
percent loans for basic commodities. 
However, I think it would be most un
fortunate, when elements of agreement 
on this question are apparent from what 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. LUCAS] 
and the Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL
LETTE] have said, to lose the opportunity 
to go over this question and possibly ob
tain some idea from those in charge of 
the administration as to what rates would 
be used as a basis for loans. 

I again appeal to the Senator from 
Alabama. I am sure that the Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY], the Sen
ator from New York [Mr. WAGNER], and 
I are willing to be committed to see that 
the Senator's amendment with respect 
to the crops in which he is primarily in
terested is carried out. If we cannot 
agree on anything else, we can include 
the 90-percent provision. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BROWN. I should like to discuss 
this question with the Senator from Ala
bama. I am sorry to spend as much time 
on it as I have spent, but this is a highly 
important provision. 

I do not wish to be accused of ap
proving a measure which those in charge 
of the administration say would result in 
an additional cost of $650,000,000 to the 
consumers of the United States. I do 
not believe that the Senator from Illinois 

[Mr. LucAs] wishes to be charged with 
that responsibility. 

Mr. LUCAS. I so stated. 
Mr. BROWN. Under the circum

stances he certainly cannot be so charged. 
I appeal to the Senator from Alabama. 

Let us adopt the 85-percent basis, with 
the assurance that the Senate conferees 
will agreed to 90 percent if we cannot 
work out something which is satisfactory 
to everyone concerned. However, we 
cannot work it out on the floor of the 
Senate. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I 
would trust my very character in the 
keeping of the Senator from Michigan. 
I would not have any sort of doubt about 
his compliance, both in letter and in 
spirit, with the assurance he has just 
given. If the question did not include 
anything but the matters in which I am 
directly interested, I should quickly ac
cept the proposal. However, unhappily 
there are differences among the wheat 
and corn prooucers, particularly the pro
ducers of wheat. Two Senators want the 
90-percent provision for wheat. I do not 
want to be accused of taking care of my 
personal interests and leaving them in 
the lurch. 

Mv. BROWN. I again appeal to the 
Senator. The Senator from Illinois· has 
stated that he was principally concerned 
about wheat. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. No; about corn. 
Mr. BROWN. No; I think he stated 

that he was principally concerned about 
wheat. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BROWN. I yield. 
Mr. WHEELER. In part I represent a 

wheat-producing State. I do not care 
who in the Department of Agriculture 
stated that an increase of 5 percent in 
the price of wheat would result in an in
creased cost to the consumer of $650,-
000,000. 

Mr. BROWN. The reference was to 
the prices of both wheat and corn. 

Mr. WHEELER. Such an increase in 
the loan price of corn might raise the 
price of cattle somewhat. However, 
wheat is not fed to any extent to cattle 
or hogs. It is fed to chickens in the 
East and in other places. 

When the price of wheat was low it 
did not affect the price of bread. The 
price of bread did not go down. When 
the price of wheat goes up the price of 
bread does not go up. As a matt.er of 
fact, the price of wheat in the United 
States has practically nothing to do with 
the price of bread, the price of cake, or 
the price of pastry. So far as the co.:;t 
of food to the general public is concerned, 
as it is involved in the cost of flour and 
other wheat products, the price of wheat 
has practically no effect whatever ex
cept in the case of chicken raisers, who 
feed a comparatively small amount of 
wheat to their chickens. However, the 
great bulk of the high-grade, high
protein wheat which is produced in Mon
tana, North Dakota, and other States is 
not fed to chickens or to cattle. It goes 
into the manufacture of flour. What 
excuse can I give to the producers of 
high-grade northern wheat in Montana 
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for raising the loan value of cotton, but 
not of wheat? 

The Senator says that the wheat farm
ers are not asking for any increase. The 
representatives of the corn farmers were 
here, and they did ask for it. The 
representatives of the wheat farmers in 
the Northwest must have been asleep at 
the switch, because they did not call the 
situation to the attention of anybody in 
Washington. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. BROWN. Assuming that the 
course we shall take when the jo-int reso
lution has been finally perfected is to 
proceed to consider the House bill, strike 
out all after its enacting clause, and sub
stitute the language of the Senate joint 
resolution for that of the House bill, 
would the subject of the Bankhead 
amendment be in conference? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would 
be if it were retained in the Senate 
amendment. . 

Mr. BROWN. This inquiry may per
haps go beyond the proper scope of in
quiry; but under the rules could a point 
of order be made in the House of ' ReP
resentatives against any change which 
might be made in the amendment known 
as the Bankhead amendment in the Sen
ate. and I believe known as the Steagall 
amendment in the House, if the two 
were identical as they came to the con
ferees? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No point 
of order could be made against any part 
of the Senate amendment. 

Mr. BROWN. Then I take it that if 
we adopt the Bankhead amendment as 
it iS, the entire subject matter of the 
so-called floor of the 90-percent loan 
would be subject to change in confer
ence? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER.. Where 
one House· adopts an entire suhstitute 
for the bill of the other body, the con
ferees have very wide latitude in dealing 
With the question and may make any 
germane amendment or modification. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President~ I do 
not ktww whether the Senator has called 
attention to the fact that before we 
finish we must take up the House bill 
and substitute the language of the Sen
ate joint resolution for that of the House 
bill. 

Mr. BROWN. I so stated. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I was detained from 

the Chamber. and I did not know whethei 
the Senator called attention to tbat fea
ture. When we strike out all after the 
enacting clause in a House bill and sub
stitute the language of a Senate measure, 
wider latitude is allowed than is ordi
narily true when a House bill is amended 
by sections. 

Mr. BROWN. I wished to be satisfied 
that in conference we would have the 
right to go into the question and en
deavor to reach an agreement satis
factory to every one concerned, even 
accomplishing the very difficult task of 
satisfyin~ the Senator from Montana. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, it is 
difficult to satisfy the Senator from Mon
tana when Senators rise in their places 

and try to discriminate against the peo
p1e whom I in part represent. I am not 
concerned with whether or not my atti
tude dissatisfies anyone. l am trying to 
help the poor· devils who Jive on farms 
in Montana, North Dakota, and other 
States, and who have suffered more than 
almost any other class of people in the 
United States. Goodness knows, theY 
have few voices to speak for them in the 
Senate. If I am to be criticized for rais
ing my voice in defense of the poor wheat 
farmer, Jiving in a hovel and slaving from 
morning until night, I am perfectly wiU-
ing to take the criticism. · 

Mr. BROWN. The Senator from 
Michigan has as much concern for the 
farmers of Montana as has the Senator 
from Montana for ·the farmers of 
Michigan. · 

Mr. WHEELER. However, in Mich
igan there is diversified farming. 

Mr. BROWN. We have a very diversi
fied State. Let me say that I do not 
regard myself as representing only the 
corn farmers or the wheat fanners or 
labor or industry; in this matter I am 
endeavoring to represent the people of 
the United States. 

Mr. WBFELER. There are some per
sons who take it upon themselves to feel 
that they, only, represent the people of 
the United States. I say that I am rep
resenting the people of Montana and 
that I am trying to represent the people 
of the United states. The other day I 
heard the Senator say that the PreSi
dent. only, represented the people of the 
United States, and that the Members of 
the Senate represent only selfish interests 
in their own states. 

Mr. BROWN. No; I made no such 
statement whatever. 

Mr. WHEELER. Then I misinter
preted the Senator's statement; but if 
that inference was not carried in the 
Senator's statement I do not know what 
was. 

The reason the founding fathers set 
up a House of Representa.tives and a 
Senate that they wanted the composite 
views of the Members of Congress to de
cide such questions as those now con
.fronting us, because they believed that 
the Members of Congress would be closer 
to the people of the country than the 
President of the United States could be. 

Mr. BROWN. I do not disagree with 
that principle at all. 

Mr. WHEELER. When a Member of 
the Senate says we must let the Presi
dent of the United States do everything 
under the sun, and that the Senate is 
not competent to act, I say that he who 
makes such a statement is advocating 
the setting up of a Fascist government 
in this country. I frankly say to the 
Senator and to the people of the coun
try tha.t I entertain the fears expressed 
the other day on the floor of the Senate 
by the senior Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. LA FoLLETTE] when he said that in 
the United States of America we are 
headed as fast as we possibly can be 
toward some form of fascism--not be
cause the President of the United States 
wants to do so, for I do not think he 
does, but all over the world the trend 
is toward dictatorship and one-man 
power. I deplore the fact that there is 

in this country a great and growing 
sentiment in favor of having Congress 
submit everything to the President. 

Mr. BROWN. It seems to me that 
the Senator from 1\fontana uses what
ever remarks I make about wheat, corn, 
or anything else as a springboard in 
order to make an attack on the remarks 
I made the other day and to make an 
attack on the President of the United 
states. 

Mr. WHEELER. Does the Senator 
from Michigan say that 1 made an at
tacit on the President? 

Mr. BROWN. I rather think that in 
his attitude the Senator is quite critical 
of the President. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, it 
wouid seem tbat no o-ne can say any
thing in disagreement with the views of 
the President without being charged 
with attacking the President. I am not 
attacking the President in tbe slightest 
degree. I said that at the present time 
the whole trend in the country is toward 
concentrating the powers of the Gov
ernment jn the bands of one man. 

In time of war we have to do a great 
deal of that sort of tbing; but after the 
war is over we shall face a. crisis in this 
country, and the cry will go forth that 
the Congress should tum over more an.d 
more power to the administrative au
thorities. 

Mr. BROWN. The Senator from 
Montana will find me fighting on his side 
when that time comes. 

Mr. WHEELER. Exactly; I have not 
the slightest doubt that the Senator from 
Michigan wlll be fighting on my side, 
because I kn(}W that the Senator from 
Michigan is just as. much in favo-r of 
preserving a representative form of gov
ernment in a democracy as I am; and I 
believe that the vast majority of the 
Members of the Senate and the Members 
o-f the House of Representatives have the 
same feeling. 

I have referred to current trends. The 
newspapers are constantly attacking the 
Corigress, and are saying that it is con
trolled. The tendency is to- try to dis
credit Congress, because there 1.s an at
tempt to concentrate power in the hands 
of the Executive. Mr. President, I feel 
that if in the future present trends 
continue to develop we shall ha.ve in this 
country a Fascist government, even 
though today we are :fighting fascism 
throughout the world. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, under all 
the circumstances, in view of the atti
tude expressed by the Senator from Ala
bama [Mr. BANKHEAD], the Senator frvm 
lllinois [Mr. LucAs], the Senator f1·om 
Iowa EMr. GlLLETTEl, the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. WHEELER], and other Se:n
awrs, and in view of the fact that it is 
apparent that we can work out the mat
ter in conference, I ask my friend and 
colleague the junior Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. BU'l'LER] if he does not think 
it would be wise to withdraw his amend
ment? 

. Mr. BUTLER. I shall abide by the 
counsel and advice of the chairman of 
the Banking and Currency Subcommit
tee if he desires that I do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER·. Does the 
junior Senator from Nebraska withdraw 
his amendment? · 
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Mr. BUTLER. Yes; I withdraw it. 
Mr. DANAHER. Mr. President, one 

thing said by the junior Senator from 
Michigan has forcefully struck me. A 
few minutes ago he offered an agreement 

. in the names of the chairman of the 
Committee on Banking and Currency, 
the senior Senator from New York [Mr. 
WAGNER], the majority leader, the Sen
ator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY], and 
himself, all of whom, as he knows, will 
be conferees, to protect the interests of 
the senior Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
BANKHEAD]. I do not know the nature 
and scope of the proposed agreement, but 
I do know that when I read the House 
measure and see in it the provision that 
the 90-percent-loan rate is to be con
tinued for 3 years after the war, and 
when I hear the Senator from Michigan 
and the Senator from Kentucky talk 
about striking out all the Senate measure 
and substituting the House measure 
therefor, I wish to know to what extent 
they intend to go. We have had no testi
mony before the Committee on Banking 
and Currency with respect to the very 
amendment which is in the joint resolu
tion. We do not know whether it is wise, 
proper, and prudent to guarantee that 
the basic commodities shall receive a 90-
percent-loan rate, and that it shall con
tinue for 3 years after the war. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DANAHER. I yield. 
Mr. BROWN. I do not know whether 

the Senator intentionally misstated the 
matter; but let me say that the proposed 
parliamentary procedure is that in the 
House measure we strike out all after the 
enacting clause, and substitute provisions 
of the Senate measure for the part 
stricken out. 

I am advised by parliamentary author
ities, including our own, and by various 
Senators, including the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD] and the Sen
ator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY], that 
we shall have open to us the entire ques
tion of the 90-percent floor, so called. I 
did not include the Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. DANAHER], and the Senator 
from Ohio in my list of conferees, because 
that is a matter for the minority to set
tle among themselves; but I happen to 
know who will be the conferees for the 
majority. I know the views of the Sen
ator from Connecticut. I think they are 
in entire accord with my own. However, 
I am in a difficult position. I want to 
save the American people $650,000,000 if 
I can do so; and apparently there is very 
strong indication thnt we may be able to 
do so. 

Mr. DANAHER. Let me ask the Sena
tor from Michigan a question. When he 
speaks, as he purports to do, only for 
the majority conferees whom he already 
knows, and when he says he will protect 
the interests of the Senator from Ala
bama, is it his purpose to go into the 
conference and to accept the proposal 
that a 90-percent loan rate be guaranteed 
for 3 years .after the war? Is that a 
part of his proposal? 

Mr. BROWN. No; I did not say that. 
Mr. DANAHER. When the Senator 

says it is his intention to protect the 

interests of the Senator from Alabama, 
is that what he means he will do? 

Mr. BROWN. I intend to protect the 
interests of the Senator from Alabama 
"as is." 

Mr. DANAHE.R. The Senator from 
Michigan does not mean to protect the 
Senator from Alabama or anyone else 
by accepting the proposed provision for 
a 90-percent loan rate to be guaranteed 
for 3 years after the war, does he? · 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President. will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DANAHER. I yield. 
Mr. BANKHEAD. The Senator from 

Connecticut is a member of the com
mittee, and he knows that in the com
mittee I withdrew that part of the 
amendment, and did not even submit it 
to the committee. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DANAHER. I yield. 
Mr. BROWN. The Senator from Con

necticut knows that it is a little unusual 
to be so frank about such matters on the 
floor of the Senate, but I have stated the 
matter openly. 

Mr. DANAHER. We are being so 
frank that I should like to ask whether 
the Senators in charge of the pending 
measure made an agreement with the 
Senator from Alabama that the 90-per
cent loan rate would be included in the 
joint resolution as a concession on their 
part in order to secure its passage. 

Mr. BROWN. No; I never made any 
such agreement. 

Mr. DANAHER. How did the provi
sion get into the joint resolution? 

Mr. BROWN. I voted for it because 
I thought that it was desirable to have 
a 90-percent floor in the joint resolution 
in order to encourage Senators repre
senting farm States to go along with the 
measure, as they have done. 

Mr. DANAHER. What the Senator 
from Mic:PJgan really means is this; is it 
not? He wants section 1 of the joint 
resolution, and he wants it so much that · 
he would make this concession to the 
Senators from the States affected in 
order to persuade th.em to go along with 
the measure. Is not that the case? 

Mr. BROWN. My idea is that if I can 
save the American people from an · in
crease of $650,000,000 in their meat bill 
I want to do so. That is why I have 
been talking for the last hour. 

Mr. DANAHER. Is it not a fact that 
if we were to agree to the amendment. 
submitted by the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. BUTLER] we should save the Ameri
can consumers $650,000,000 a year? 

Mr. BROWN. Certainly; but it was 
quite obvious that the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Nebraska 
would not be agreed to. 

Mr. DANAHER. It is equally obvious 
that the Senator from Michigan has 
asked the junior Senator from Nebraska 
to withdraw his amendment which would 
have saved the consumers $650,000,000. 

Mr. BROWN. The amendment of the 
Senator from Nebraska would not have 
been agreed to. 

Mr. DANAHER. Is the Senator's 
action in connection with the amendment 
also in the interest of getting Senators 
to go along with the measure? 

Mr. BROWN. I am perfectly willing 
to leave to the Senate the matter of 
judging as to my fairness. 

Mr. DANAHER. I have no criticism 
of the Senator's fairness, Mr. President; 
my criticism is that he has been too fair. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DANAHER. I yield. 
Mr. WHEELER. It would seem to me 

that it is quite apparent from the state
ment of the Senator from Michigan that 
what was to happen was that in confer
ence a concession was to be made to the 
cotton farmers, but that the poor wheat 
farmers in Montana would have their 
throats cut because the Senator from 
Michigan wants to protect the consumers 
in the East. After all, the farmer is a 
consumer, just as he is a producer. 
Many persons forget that fact. Let me 
say that if the conferees go into con
ference and proceed to give the cotton 
farmer 90-percent loans, but do not give 
them to the wheat farmers, they will 
hear from sections of the country that 
they would wish they had not heard 
from, for already the wheat farmers of 
the Northwest feel that they have been 
discriminated against by the legislation 
which has been passed, and they likewise 
feel that they have been discriminated 
against by the administration, because 
they believe that the cotton farmers are 
getting the best of it. 

We have never asked anything for the 
wheat farmers of Montana and other 
wheat farmers in the Northwest, but 
have gone along with the cotton farmers 
and the tobacco farmers and the corn 
farmers time in and time out. We do 
not expect, however, to have things jug
gled so that when it comes to 90-percent 
loans we will be left out in the cold. 
Anyone who has any common sense at 
all knows, I repeat, that the price of 
wheat has very little, if anything, to do 
with the price of bread or the price of 
pastries, and to say that the wheat farm
ers of the country are responsible for 
inflation is sheer nonsense. 

Mr. DANAHER. Mr. President, did 
the Senator from Montana perceive any 
extension by the Senator from Michigan 
of his agreement to the Senator from 
Nebraska to protect him in conference? 
I do not think the Senator from Mon
tana is necessarily justified in thinking 
that the majority conferees are going 
to give to the Senator from Nebraska 
any special consideration. 

Mr. WHEELER. It was certainly not 
said to the representatives of the wheat 
farmers that they ·would receive any 
special consideration in the conference, 
but it was said to the Senator from Ala
bama, "We will see that you are protected 
in your 90 percent loans." If the cotton 
farmer is to b~ protected with reference 
to his 90 percent loan then I want the 
farmers of my State protected in the 
same way. 

Mr. DANAHER. The truth of the 
matter is that every word of section 8 
should be stricken from the joint resolu
tion. Then there would remain the 
guaranty already existing in the statute 
under the amendment of 1941. There 
would be included the basic commodities, 
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there would be included all comparabre 
commodities, and there would be in
cluded all commodities for whose ex
panded production the Secretary of War 
may call. 

May I ask the Senator from Illinois, 
in view of the parliamentary situation 
which has developed by the withdrawal 
of the amendment previously suggested 
by the Senator from Nebraska, is it his 
purpose now to offer his proposed 
amendment in line 19 on page 6? 

Mr. LUCAS. I will say to the Senator 
from Connecticut it is my intention to do 
that. 

Mr. DANAHER. I think it is so de
sirable an amendment that I wish to 
offer in advance the assurance of my 
support. In making that statement I do 
not purport to represent any group of 
minority conferees or to extend an agree
ment in their name, but I am very greatly 
in favor of the amendment. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I wish to 
say a word before this matter is entirely 
closed. I desire to state for the REcoRD 
that there was positively no understand
ing as to what would take place in con
ference, so far as I was concerned, in re
gard to the matter mentioned in my 
amendment or in any other amendment. 
It was offered in the interest of unity and 
harmony, and it was withdrawn in the 
same spirit when it became apparent that 
it would not accomplish any good. Like 
the Senator from Connecticut, I am 
happy that the Senator from Illinois will 
present his amendment later on. 

Mr. LUCAS. I ask that the amend
ment offered by me be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. . 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 6, line 19, 
it is proposed to strike out the word 
"The" and in lieu thereof to insert: 

If the President determines that loans at 
the rate provided for in this section will aid in 
the effective prosecution of the war, the-

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been briefly discussed by 
various Members of the Senate. It pro
poses to do only one thing, and that is, 
insofar as legislative action is concerned, 
to place all the farmers raising the basic 
commodities upon the same plane. That 
is the effect of the amendment, and in 
nowise would it increase the cost of living 
to the consuming public of America. 

The $650,000,000 that has been bandied 
around in this debate will not be there 
unless the President of the United States 
himself wants to increase the loans per
mitted to the wheat and c·orn farmers to 
90 percent, and if the President should 
want to increase the loan value of cotton 
to 9'l percent he would have a right to 
do so under the amendment. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President---
Mr. LUCAS. I yield to the Senator 

from Nebraska. 
Mr. NORRIS. I did not quite under

stand the amendment, in view of the 
Senator's explanation of it. As I under
stand the amendment as read, it merely 
proposes to strike out the word "The." 
Is that correct? 

Mr. LUCAS. I suggest that the clerk 
read the amendment for the benefit of 
the Senator. I have not a copy of it on 
my deskL 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will again state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 6, line 19, 
it is proposed to strike out the word 
"The", the first word in the line, and in 
lieu thereof to insert: 

If the President determines that loans at 
the rate provided for ln this section will aid 
in the e:ffecti ve pro...<>ecution of the war, the 
Commodity Credit Corporation-

And so forth. 
Mr. NORRIS. That would necessitate 

an amendment on page 7, would it not? 
Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I do not 

think any other amendment at all will 
be required. The amendment offered 
by me simply states that if the President, 
in his discretion, in the interest of the 
war effort, believes it advisable and nec
essary to increase the loan up to 90 per
cent upon the basic commodities, he shall 
have the right and power to do so. In 
other words, the loan value, in all cases, 
is now 85 percent, and, instead of making 
it mandatory to increase the loan value 
upon any basic crop by the legislation we 
have been discussing, my hope is to leave 
the basic commodities in the present cat
egory at 85 percent insofar as loans are 
concerned. If the President so desires 
and believes it to be essential in the 
prosecution of the war to increase the · 
loan from 85 to 90 percent on these com
modities he ::~hall have the power under 
this amendment to do so. 

That is all there is to it. It is fair, it 
is elemental, and everyone can under
stand it. The President can understand 
it, and the country will understand it. 
That is the chief reason for my offering 
the amendment. 

I do not want it said in my section of 
the country that the Congress of the 
United States, in this hour, discriminated 
against any particular section of the farm 
segment of this country. 'i'hat was my 
fear of the Butler amendment. . That 
should not happen in conference. I want 
to place all on the same basis. If there 
is some valid reason, in the prosecution 
of this war, and the President so finds 
in an order he might issue, why the price 
of cotton insofar as loans are concerned 
should go to 90 percent, well and good; 
the Senator from Illinois would favor it. 
If the President determines, in the course 
of the conduct of the war, whicr may last 
2, 3, 4, or 5 years-no one knows-that 
the price of corn should go to 90 percent 
or the price of wheat should go to 90 
percent insofar as loan value is con
cerned, then, I want him to do that; I 
want him to have that power. That is 
all there is to the amendment. It seems 
to me that no one should seriously object 
to it. I ask for a vote on the amendment. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, it 
seems to me that the statement can be 
made just as strong on the other side 
that no one should insist upon putting 
the responsibility on the President of 
making selections between these com
modities. I think it would be a great 
imposition on the President. It would 
b:) naturally disturbing to him, if he de
cided that this loan should be placed on 
corn in order to increase and encourage 
production, to leave other commodities 
out, even though he thought possibly that 
it was not necessary for those commodi-

ties to be included. I think it is an 
unfair position in which to put the Pres
ident, compelling him to make a choice 
of that sort, or such a decision as be
tween commodities. 

In the next place, putting a floor under 
a commodity has a purpose in addition 
to the fixation of price. It serves an 
additional purpose in that it provides 
financial facilities to the farmer, without 
risk of loss, to carry his cotton or wheat 
or corn until a later time, if in his judg
ment the price will thereafter be in
creased. 

We should not forget that all the pri
mary basic commodities under discus
sion-corn, wheat, and cotton-are now 
below parity in price. If a producer of 
those commodities believes that in due 
course, with a rising trend of prices else
where, the price of one of the commodi
ties will go to parity-and it could not 
go higher under the pending measure
then the Government will have provided 
a loan system to enable the farmer to 
finance without risk of loss if the price 
of the commodity falls. 

Mr. President, that is a valuable asset 
to the farmer. It not only enables him 
to carry the commodity, but it helps the 
producer to carry out an orderly mar
keting program. 

All of us who are really diligently and 
seriously investigating this problem, and 
have been interested in the problem, 
know that one of the great burdens on 
the farmer, so far as financial returns 
are concerned, is the necessity on the 
producer of wheat, for instance, of 
marketing his entire crop within 3 or 4 
months' time during the marketing 
season. Of necessity, that means a 
dumping program, dumping the com
modity on the market, because for im
mediate needs -only a small portion of 
the crop is required by the millers. The 
rest of it, generally much more than half, 
will be needed later in the year. 

The farmer has no way of carrying his 
wheat except through a Government 
loan. If he does not get a Government 
loan high enough to provide him suf
ficient finances to meet his taxes and his 
pressing financial obligations, he can 
not avail himself of ~he loan, he, with 
the other farmers, has to dump the com
modity into the market, and the more 
that is put into the market the lower 
the price is pressed down. 

There is another advantage. We are 
now struggling with the great problem 
confronting the farmers of obtaining 
sufficient labor to produce crops. That 
condition will grow worse, as we all know. 
If we have a respectable loan figure, 
then the farmer can make his commit
ments in the matter of labor; he can 
proceed to the employment of labor at a 
price, forsooth, which he cannot afford 
to pay without too much financial risk, 
by having a loan level which will enable 
him at least to meet the labor obliga
tions he is financing. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield. 
Mr. McFARLAND. In connection 

with the-labor conditions, let me say that 
I have in my hand a circular which was 
sent to me by the Bureau of the Census. 
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Department of Commerce, in Washing
ton. In the circular there is a statement 
as to the number of bales of cotton 
ginned in Arizona up to September 16, 
1941, ·and the number ginned up to the 
same date in 1942. The number of bales 
ginned up to September 16, 1942, was 
5,194, compared with 22,553 in 1941. 

Two other States are listed. First, 
there is Florida, in which State, up to 
September 16, 1942, 9,501 bales of cot
ton were ginned, compared with 10,889 in 
1941. 

In Missouri the condition is somewhat 
similar to that in Arizona, although not 
quite so bad. Up to September 16, 1942, 
there had been ginned in Missouri 41,540 
bales, compared with 125,403 up to the 
same time in 1941. 

Of course, those conditions are due to 
the lack of cotton pickers in the States 
I have mentioned. 

Mr. LANGER. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield. 
Mr. LANGER. I wish to call the dis

tir.guished Senator's attention to cer
tain proceedings which took place on 
the floor of the Senate on _t\ugust 4, 
1917, during the first World War, which 
absolutely bear out what the distin
guished Senator from Alabama has said. 

On page 5801 of the ·CONGRESSIONAL 
REcORD for th~t date, Senator Reed, of 
Missouri, was speaking, and he made 
exactly the same argument that has 
been so ably made by the Senator from 
Alabama. He objected to a proposition 
which was pretty much like the one the 
Senator from Illinois has made. He re
ferred to the attitude of a numerous 
class of people, and quoted them as say
ing: 

Put the responsibility upon the President, 
and if there be failure it will be the Presi
dent's fault. 

He .objected to it, and then he said: 
See what we are up against. 

At that time Mr. Hoover was Food 
Administrator. He issued a statement 
every few days concerning the price of 
food and Senator Reed read one of those 
communications showing what the price 
of food wa.s on July 22, 1917: 

News from London received today, was to 
the effect that the food controller of Great 
Britain has been able to modify the order 
which restricted the use of potatoes to 1 
day a week in hotels, restaurants, and clubs. 
Potatoes may now be served any day in the 
week instead of on Friday alone. 

The new order was issued because supplies 
of new potatoes are increasing, and also for 
the reason that their use will help conserve 
bread. It is intimated that at the meals at 
which potatoes will be permitted to be used 
bread may be omitted or will be served in 
reduced quantities. New potatoes are now 
selling in London at 8 cents a pound, or 
$4.80 a bushel. 

Then he proceeded to read the follow-
ing: ' 

Reports from Budapest, Hungary, reaching 
here indicate that the population of the 
provinces have been not far from famine 
conditions. The majority of the people of 
these provinces actually live on vegetables, 
for meat is only for the very rich, and the 
vegetable supply is seemingly very limited. 
The country provinces, insofar as possible, 
have apparently been drained to supply the 

needs of the Army in the :fleld and the large 
centers of population where trouble might 
be feared. 

The information received stated that the 
venders were demanding exorbitant prices 
for dry wood and withered leaves on the 
ground that they were vegetables. Green 
peas were selling at $1.45. a kilogram. 

A kilogram is two and a quarter 
pounds. That is $1.45 for two and a 
quarter pounds of green peas. 

Milk was absolutely not to be had for 
cream. An unappetizing liquid, which was 
once skimmed milk, cost 60 cents a pint. 
There was no butter or cheese. Cherries 
were 86 cents per pound. The principal stock 
seemed to consist of dried peas and dried 
plums. Young chickens were selling at $2.50. 
In the egg market were found only empty 
boxes. Potatoes were not to be had. 

Conditions as stated by the informant 
were for June 15. Shortly following that 
date the authorities sought to arbitrarily 
:fL" the price of vegetables at about half the 
venders were asking. 

Now, notice what happened in Hun
g·uy. 

This resulted in a strike, so that in the 
great market places no foodstuffs were to 
be had. 

The reports state that lunch cannot be 
purchased in any restaurant for less than 
$5. Three pounds of meat for $5; olive oil 
$10 per 9uart; butter $5 per pound. 

That is Mr. Hoover speaking. Those 
are the conditions he found on that date 
when he was food administrator for the 
United States, at the time he was asking 
for a food-control bill. 

I suggest that it might be wise for the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
or whoever is going to have charge of the 
food situation, to read what Mr. Hoover 
had to say on that date and on different 
dates thereafter. It bears out what the 
Senator said a few moments ago, that if 
the pending amendment shall be 
adopted, it will place all responsibility on 
the President, and God knows he already 
has enough. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I 
thank the able Senator from North 
Dakota for his helpful suggestion. 

We are approaching the closing con
sideration of the pending measure. I 
have not taken much time of the Senate, 
notwithstanding my very deep interest 
in the entire subject. We are about to 
vote authorization for an increase in in
dustrial wages since January 1, 1941, of 
15 percent, a staggering amount of 
money compared with 5 percent on a few 
agricultural crops. We are authorizing, 
in the face of widespread criticism and 
denunciation of our farmers by pub
licists, radio commentators and editors, 
an increase of billions upon billions of 
dollars to industrial employees. While 
authorizing that increase we have voted 
to take away from the farmers a possible 
average of 15 or 16 percent of their 
parity, and cutting them down in the 
main to the level of parity. To one 
group we are authorizing a tremendous 
increase. I am not criticising that. I 
have not gone into that subject. I am 
not against the industrial laborer. My 
heart is with the production worker, 
whether he is producing in the mines or 
in the factories or in the fields. But are 
we looking at this subject rightly? Are 

we giving the farmers of the country de
cent treatment? While we are bringing 
the farmers down on an average 15 per
cent, we are letting labor go up 15 per
cent, notwithstanding the tremendous 
disproportion in the increase in earning 
power during the last few years between 
agricultural and factory workers. 

Mr. President, I wish to take this oc
casion to commend the leaders of the 
agricultural organizations, not only for 
their loyalty to those whom they repre
sent, for their earnest and active efforts, 
but for what they did today. When the 
matter came to a climax today these 
leaders manifested a most patriotic spirit. 
I was one closely interested and taking 
active part in the negotiations which led 
to the settlement, and I will say that I 
have never seen a group of men manifest 
a better and more loyal and patriotic 
spirit than that entire group which met 
in the committee room of the Commit
tee on Agriculture and Forestry this 
morning. They finally with one accord 
agreed that they wanted the matter set
tled as best it could be settled, with fair
ness and justice to the farmer; they 
wanted friction between the President 
and Congress eradicated. They wanted 

. to agree to any program that was fair. 
Although they had won a battle in a 
yea-and-nay vote on the floor of the 
Senate, they, in a true spirit of patriot
ism, wanted to accept any moderate 
compromise that would bring the con
tending forces togeth~r. Senators know 
how well that was finally done, how ef
fectively it was done. Senators know 
that that was not due to any of us on 
the floor of the Senate, but was due to 
the leaders of farm organizations who 
have been here and who are here today 
carrying on this fight in the interest of 
agriculture. 

We have now before us a little measly 
matter, compared to increases which 
have been made in other directions. We 
have before us the proposal of a 5-per
cent increase in loan price. Do you not 
think, Mr. President, that the farmers 
deserve it, even though the increase 
were added to the market price of the 
farmers' products? Do you not think, 
in the light of all the developments which 
have taken place, that the farmers are 
entitled to that little raise? It will rep
resent the only thing the farmers will 
get out of the joint resolution. It will 
be the only thing in it of particular 
value to the farmers. Their ceilings have 
been withdrawn. The President recom
mended in his message to Congress, as 
a consider~tion for that action, that we 
put floors under the farm prices. He 
did not mean the floors we already had. 
We had floors. It was not necessary to 
make any reference to what we already 
had. He was recommending affirmative 
action. 

In the conference I mentioned, which 
took place this morning and which was 
attended by the majority leader and by 
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. BROWN] 
in charge of the joint resolution, and 
others, it was stated that the President 
either had mentioned or had agreed to a 
loan rate of 90 percent, and I adopted 
that suggestion, because I thought in 
doing so I would be going along with the 



7630 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE / 
SEPTEMBER 30 

President in the right spirit. I did not 
anticipate any sort of opposition to that 
little increase. 

Mr. President, that small increase will 
be of some help to the farmers to finance 
their current debt if they are not ready to 
sell their produce. It will help them to 
to carry cotton so it will not be necessary 
to dump it on the market and thus drive 
the prices down. It will help the farmers 
at a time when buyers are not in the 
market for their crops, a crop in excess 
of the ordinary crop, for who is going 
to buy that excess? It will help the 
farmers to carry the crop and later sell 
their cotton at a decent sort of price. 

Mr. President, we now have . on hand 
the greatest amount of cotton we have 
ever had, 24,000,000 bales, whereas the 
demand is for only about 12,000,000 bales. 
There are also surpluses in grains. Who 
is going to buy all those staggering sur
pluses? If the farmers cannot hold 
them and must sell, the price will go 
down greatly. With such a situation 
existing, speculators, investors, or wh~t
ever one may call them, could not buy 
with any hope of substantial profit. 
There is very little hope for the market 
price to go up, with such great quantities 
on hand, unneeded, and with no demand 
for them. 

So I say, Senators, there ought not to 
be any caviling about this little item of 
5 percent. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield~ · 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield. 
Mr. McNARY. I wish to ask the dis

tinguished Senator from Alabama if the 
language on page 8, in lines 4 and 5, re
fers to cotton loans only. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. 0'11, no; there is no 
mention about cotton loans only. There 
is nothing in the joint resolution that 
distinguishes between the basic agricul
tural commodities. They are all included 
in it. The amendment is a copy of the 
85-percent-loan measure which the Sen
ate passed, as I stated awhile ago, with 
only two votes against it. 

Mr. McNARY. I thought so, but the 
able Senator from Illinois [Mr. LucAS] 
was attacking it on the ground that it 
provided for 90 percent for cotton only, 
and 85 percent for wheat. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. The Senator from 
Illinois misunderstood the situation. The 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BUTLER] had 
offered an amendment to leave the matter 
up to the President. 

Mr. MCNARY. Yes. 
Mr. BANKHEAD. The measure applies 

to all commodities exactly alike, the same 
as the present loan law does. 

Mr. McNARY. What then is the ne
cessity for the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Illinois? 

1\.~r. BANKHEAD. I do not understand 
it myself. I hope the Senate will vote 
down his amendment. He wants to leave 
the matter entirely in the hands of the 
President. That is what he wants to do 
with respect to all the commodities, 
whereas we want a mandatory loan provi
sion such as we have at the present time. 
The Senator from Illinois wants to put 
the burden in the lap of the President, 
to pick out the commodities he thinks 
ought to have a loan. That is the Sen
ator's proposition. 

Mr. President, in conclusion, I wish to 
say that I hope very much that the Sen
ate will not take this little provision out 
of the joint resolution. It represents the 
only thing of encouragement to the farm
er, the only thing of financial help to 
them, the only thing which will help their 
morale. Yet we find Senators who wish 
to take it out of the measure. 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I thought we 
had reached an agreement with respect 
to the joint resolution, but now we find 
before us an amendment offered by the 
Senator from Tilinois [Mr. LucAS] which 
raises a question on which I thought we 
had agreed. 

Mr. President, I rise to oppose the 
Lucas amendment. The effect of this 
amendment is to nullify the provision of 
the resolution which guarantees a price 
floor to farm commodities at 90 percent 
oi parity. This floor is already well be
low parity. Therefore, why should we 
lower it still more? If parity represents 
a fair price why should we expect the 
farmer to produce for a price which is 10 
percent below a fair price? I do not be
lieve the people of this country want the 
farmer to feed and clothe them at 10 per
cent below a fair price. This provision 
in the joint resolution which the Lucas 
amendment seeks to change would fix 
a floor under the price of farm commodi
ties at 90 percent of parity. My idea of 
a floor is something solid, on which one 
can stand, not something which goes 
down every time one steps on it. The 
amendment of the Senator from Illinois 
would take up the floor and substitute 
a net of some kind, or cover the space 
formerly occupied by the floor with rub
ber, so that it would not be a floor at all. 
When a farmer stepped on it he would 
go down. 

This provision in the joint resolution 
which fixes the floor of farm prices at 
90 percent of parity is a little piece of 
cake for the farmer. He has opened his 
mouth to receive it; but now after he 
has opened his mouth and the cake is in 
it, and he is now ready to close down on 
it, we are about to snatch it away from 
him. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LEE. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. The Senator voted 

against the Thomas amendment, did he 
not? 

Mr. LEE. I did, because I wanted to 
make way for an amendment which I 
thought would be of more help to the 
farmer. 

Mr. LUCAS. According to the argu
ments made on the floor of the Senate, 
there was a good deal of cake in the 
Thomas amendment. 

Mr. LEE. In my opinion there was 
more cake in the Barkley amendment. 

Mr. President, I shall vote against the 
pending amendment. The joint resolu
tion as it stands is acceptable to those 
who will have to administer it, and I 
will not yield to any further whittling 
down of the farmer's prices. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. LucAS] to the committee amend
ment on page 6, line 19. 

Mr. TUNNELL. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the ·roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
Aiken Gillette 
Andrews Green 
Austin Gui!ey 
Bailey Gurney 
Ball Hatch 
Bankhead Hayden 
Barbour Herring 
Barkley Hill 
Bilbo Holman 
Bone Johnson, Calif. 
Brewster Johnson, Colo. 
Brooks Kilgore 
Brown La Follette 
Bunker Langer 
Burton Lee 
Butler Lodge 
Byrd Lucas 
Capper McCarran 
Caraway McFarland 
Chandler McKellar 
Chavez McNary 
Clark, Idaho Maloney 
Clark, Mo. Maybanlt 
Connally Mead 
Danaher Millikin 
Davis Murdock 
Downey Murray 
Doxey Norris 
Ellender Nye 
George O'Danlel 
Gerry O'Mahoney 

Overton 
Pepper 
Radclitfe 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Rosier 
Russell 
Schwartz 
Shipstead 
Smathe::rs 
Smith 
Spencer 
Stewart 
Taft 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Tobey 
Tunnell 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Van Nuys 
Wagner 
Wallgren 
Walsh 
Wheeler 
White 
Wiley 
Willis 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ninety
one Senators have answered to their 
names. A quorum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. LucAS] to the committee 
amendment on page 6, line 19. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Tilinois. 
[Putting the question.] The "noes" ap
pear to have it. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, a 
point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Does not the request 
come too late? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The announce
ment has not yet been made by the 
Chair, has it? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, yes; it has. 
Mr. VANDENBERG. I am sorry; the 

announcement was not made by the 
Chair. 

Mr. McKELLAR. We will leave it to 
the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair did not finish the announcement. 

Mr. VANDENB~RG. Certainly not. 
I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah <when•his name 
was called). I have a 'general pair with 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
BRIDGES]. I transfer that pair to the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. TRUMAN] 
and will vote. I vote "nay." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena

tor from Delaware [Mr. HUGHES] and the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. GLASS] are 
absent from the Senate because of illness. 
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The Senator from South Dakota IMr. 

BuLow], the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD], the Senator from North Carolina 
[Mr. BAILEY], the Senator from Iowa 

· [Mr. GILLETTE], the Senator from Indi
ana [Mr. VAN NuvsJ and the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. WHEELER] are neces
sarily absent. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GuFFEY], and the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. PEPPER] are detained in Govern
ment departments. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. TRu
MAN] has been called to his State on 
important public business, and is there
fore necessarily absent. 
. Mr. AUSTIN. The Senator from Ore
gon [Mr. McNARY] is temporarily de
tained on business of the Senate. 

The result was announced-yeas 31, 
nays 50, as follows: 

Aiken 
Ball 
Barbour 
Bone 
Brewster 
Burton 
Butler 
Danaher 
Davis 
Gerry 
Gurney 

Andrews 
Austin 
Bankhead 
Barkley 
Bilbo 
Brooks 
Brown 
Bunker 
Capper 
Caraway 
Chandler 
Chavez 
Clark, Idaho 
Clark, M_o. 
Connally 
Downey · 
Doxey 

YEAs-31 
Herring 
Holman 
Johnson, Colo. 
La Follette 
Lodge 
Lucas 
Maloney 
Mead 
Norris 
Nye 
Reed 

NAYB-50 
Ellender 
George 
Green 
Hatch 
Hayden 
Hill 
Kilgore 
Langer 
Lee 
McCarran 
McFarland 
McKellar 
May bank 
Millikin 
Murdock 
Murray 
O'Daniel 

Smathers 
Taft 
Tobey 
Vandenberg 
Wallgren 
Walsh 
White 
Wiley 
Willis 

O'Mahoney 
Overton 
Radcliffe 
Reynolds 
Rosier 
Russell 
Schwartz 
Smith 
Spencer 
Stewart 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla: 
Thomas, Utah 
Tunnell 
Tydings 
Wagner 

NOT VOTING-15 
Bailey Glass Pepper 
Bridges Guffey Shipstead 
Bulow Hughes Truman 
Byrd Johnson, Calif. Van Nuys 
Gillette McNary Wheeler 

So Mr. LucAs' amendment to the com
mittee amendment was rejected. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE-ENROLLED 

BILLS SIGNED 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Chaffee, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by the Vice President: 

s. 2689. An act to amend the act entitled 
"An act to incorporate St. Ann's Infant Asy
lum, in the District of Columbia," approv~d 
March 3, 1863 (12 Stat. 798); and 

H. R. 7164. An act to amend the Soldiers' 
and Sailors' Civil Relief Act of 1S40, as 
amended, to extend the relief and benefits 
provided therein to certain persons, to in
clude certain additional proceedings and 
transactions therein, to provide further re
lief for persons l.n military service, to change 
certain insurance provisions thereof, and for 
other purposes. 

STABILIZATION OF THE COST OF LIVING 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 161) to 
aid in stabilizing the cost of living. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 

LXXXVIII-481 

RECORD as a part of my remarks two t.ele- . 
grams relative to the inclusion of farm 
labor in figuring parity. 

There being no objection, the telegrams 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

HANSON, MAss., September 28, t942. 
Senator HENRY CABOT LODGE, 

Washington, D. C.: 
Farm labor seriously short here and in

creasing in price. Urge you support amend
ment to include farm labor in figuring parity. 

ALFRED G. LUNN, 
Halifax, Mass., President, Plymouth 

County Farm Bureau. 
RUSSELL STURTEVANT, 

Halifax, President, Plymouth 
County Poultry Association. 

EBEN WOOD, 
West Bridgewater, President, Brock-

ton Cooperative Egg Auction. 
CLIFFORD CARLSON, 

West Bridgewater, President, 
Plymouth County Agricultural 

Conservation Association. 

HANSON, MAss, September 28, 1942. 
Senator HENRY CABOT LODGE, 

Washington, D. C.: 
For past several days have contacted farm

ers and farm organization heads of State
Wide organizations re inflation bill. You 
have our recommendations but it was the 
understanding farmers that President Roose
velt contemplated taking into account rising 
farm labor. In fact, most farmers were of 
opinion that parity contained provision for 
this. Now they know better, they e.re in
furiated to hear current attack on farm or
ganization leaders and farm Congressmen. 
We urge your support to inclusion of farm 
labor in parity formula. 

CARLETON I. PICKE'l"l', 
Hanson, Mass., Chairman, 

Massachusetts Farm Bureau 
Committee on Price Relations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question recurs on agreeing to the com
mittee amendment. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I offer an 
amendment on page 6, after line 18. 
The amendment is one which has been 
appended to several other measures. It 
simply states the law of the land. I send 
the amendment to the desk and ask that 
it be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 6, 
after line 18, it is proposed to insert a new 
paragraph as follows: 

Provided, That there shall be no discrimi
nation in the administrati0n of the benefits 
of the Emergency Price Control Act on ac
count of race, creed, or color and in the 
membership of rent, price, and rationing 
boards. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, let me 
state that, while I am not a member of 
the committee, I was present for several 
days during the consideration of the now 
pending joint resolution. At that time I 
heard the chairman of· the committee say 
that certain considerations would be 
given. I shall not make an extended 
statement relative to the amendment. 
It speaks for itself. We have heard a 
great deal about unity and about what 
should be accomplished by the pending 
measure. At this time I desire to con
gratulate those Members of the Senate 
who thus far have brought about unitY 
by their action relative to the pending 
measure. 

By agreeing to the amendment we 
should again say to the country that we 
expect that everyone on every front will 
be given a square deal. 
. I ask for the yeas and nays on the 
amendment. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. WILEY]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now recurs on agreeing to the 
committee amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

cle,rk will state the next amendment of 
the committee. . 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 7, after 
line 19, it is proposed to insert the fol-
lowing· new section: · 
. SEc. 9. (a) Section 4 (a) of the act en
titled "An act to extend the life and increase 
the credit resources of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, and for other purposes," ap
proved July 1, 1941 (U.S. C., 1940 ed., Supp. I, 
title 15, sec. 713a-8), is amended-

( 1) By inserting after the words "so as to 
support" a comma and the following: "dur
ing the continuance of the present war,". 

(2) By striking out "85 percent" and in
serting in lieu thereof "90 percent." 

(3) By inserting after the word "tobacco" 
a comma and the word "peanuts." 

(b) The amendments made by this sec
tion shall, irrespective of whether or not 
there is any further public announcement 
under such section 4 (a), be applicable with 
respect to any commodity with respect to 
which a public announcement has hereto
fofe been made under such section 4 (a). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will state the next amendment of 
the committee. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 8, after 
line 13, it is proposed to insert the follow
ing new section: 

SEc. 10. When used in this joint resolution, 
the terms "wages" and "salaries" shall in
clude additional compensation, on an an
nual or other ba.sis, paid to employees by 
their employers for personal services (ex
cluding insurance and pension benefits in 
a reasonable amount to be determined by 
the President); but for the purpose of deter
mining wages or salaries for any ~riod prior 
to September 16, 1942, such additional com
pensation shall be taken into account only 
in cases where it has been customarily paid 
by employers to their employees. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 

completes the committee amendments. 
Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I send 

to the desk the amendment which I offer 
and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be read. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 2, line 6, 
it is proposed to insert the following: 

Provided, That rates charged by any com
mon carrier or other public utility on Sep
tember 15, 1942, shall not be increased with
out the consent of the President: Provided 
further, That nothing in this section shall be 
construed as affecting the power or authority 

-of any Federal, State, or municipal authority 
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or agency to reduce prices, rates, or charges 
subject to its jurisdiction. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I under
stand that the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. BRowN] is favorable to the amend
ment and has no objection to it. I have 
submitted the amendment to him, and I 
have had several conferences with him 
regarding it. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me so that I may make a 
brief statement relative to the amend
ment? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 
Mr. BROWN. Insofar as the Senator 

from Michigan is personally concerned, 
he believes that the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Nebraska should 
be agreed to. 

Let nie say that the matter was covered 
by language contained in the original 
joint resolution relative to an over-all 
type of regulation of public-utility rates. 
The matter was submitted to the com
mittee, and was stricken from the meas
ure by the committee. 

The Senator from Michigan then 
stated to the committee that if he were 
in charge of the bill and if the amend
ment which ha:; just beerr offered were 
offered by the Senator from Nebraska, 
the Senator from Michigan would per
sonally state that he favored the amend
ment. 

Mr. President, I am not speaking for 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 
I am speaking for myself. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. NORRIS]. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, I ask 
that the amendment be again stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be again stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, 
after line 6, it is proposed to insert the 
following: 

Provided, That rates charged by any com
mon carrier or other public utility on Septem
ber 15, 1942, shall not be increased without 
the consent of the President: Provided fur
ther, That nothing in this section shall be 
construed as affecting the power or author
ity of any Federal, State, or municipal au
thority or agency to reduce prices, rates, or 
charges subject to its jurisdiction. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I ask 
the Senator from Nebraska to look at the 
text in the seventh line of the amend
ment. I call his attention to the lan
guage that-

That this joint resolution shall not be 
construed as affecting the power or author
ity of any Federal, State-

And so forth. 
Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, that 

language was changed by me at the sug
gestion of the Senator from Michigan. 
I changed it so as to read-

That nothing in this section shall be con
strued as affecting the power-

And so forth. Instead of using the 
term "joint resolution," I use the word 
"section." · 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is not what I 
am referring to. There are many cases 
in which the question of the equalization 
of rates has come up before the Inter- -

state Commerce Commission and other 
authorities. Several such cases are in 
court. I ask whether the Senator would 
agre·e that after the word "reduce" there 
be inserted the words "or equalize prices 
and rates.'; 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not see any objec
tion to the Senator's suggestion. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I rather think the 
language would meet any objection which 
anyone could raise to the amendment. 

Mr. NORRIS. Of course, the object is 
to make certain that nothing in the sec
tion shall interfere in any way with the 
jurisdiction over prices, rates, or charges 
of any commission, anywhere-State, 
National, or municipal. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator does 
not say "court" but he provides, in the 
first proviso, that "rates * * * shall 
not be increased without the consent of 
the President.'' 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I think that, out of 

an abundance of caution, after the word 
"reduce", we might put in the words "or 
equalize." 

Mr. NORRIS. ,I have no objection to 
so modifying the amendment. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I offer that amend
ment. 

Mr. NORRIS. I will modify my 
amendment as suggested. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That will be entirely 
satisfactory. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator · from Nebraska modifies his 
amendment in line with the suggestion 
of the Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, may we 
have the amendment stated with the 
proposal of the Senator from Tennessee 
included? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment, as modified, will be read 
from the desk. ' 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, 
after line 6, it is proposed to insert the 
following proviso: 

Provided, That rates charged by any com
mon carrier or other public utility on Sep
tember 15, 1942, shall not be increased with
out the consent of the President; Provided 
further, That nothing in this section shall 
be construed as affecting the power or au
thority of any Federal, State, or municipal 
authority or agency to reduce or equalize 
prices, rates, or charges subject to its juris
diction. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, may I ask 
the author of the suggestion what is 
meant by the word "equalize"? I do not 
know what the term means. In a some
what extended experience in such mat
ters I never before heard the word used. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator refers 
to the word "equalize"? 

Mr. BONE. Yes; I have never heard 
that term employed in a power-rate case. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I will say to the 
Senator that there has been a very great 
desire on the part of many people in his 
section of the country and mine to have 
freight rates equalized, and there are now 
pending before the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, and, as I recall, one or two 
in the courts, a number of cases pro
posing to equalize freight rates. I do not 
think those cases ought to be interfered 
with, and I do not think it is the purpose 

of the proposal to de that. What we 
want to do is not to permit common 
carriers and other public utilities to in
crease their rates. Is not that right? 

Mr. BONE. I understand that, but I · 
am saying that, in the experience I have 
had, which has extended over a great 
many years, in connection with contro
versies over rates and rate structures, 
neither in the power field or the utility 
field have I ever heard that expression · 
used, and I doubt if any Member of this 
body can tell exactly what it means. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It is used in the case 
of common carriers. 

Mr. BONE. If the amendment is 
meant to relate to common carriers, in 
connection with which the word has some 
specific meaning, that would be one thing, 
but when applied to public-utility or 
power rates it is almost without mean
ing in the vernacular of that business. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, wiJ} the 
Senator from Tennessee permit me to 
make a suggestion to the Senator from 
Washington? . 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 
Mr. NORRIS. The amendment sug

gested by the Senator from Tennessee 
comes in the second proviso, and that 
applies to the reduction of rates or 
charges or equalizing rates, as the 
amendment . is now modified, in cases 
pending before public-utilities commis
sions of which they have jurisdiction. 
Whether it means anything or whether 
it does not would not be injurious to the 
amendment, anyway, because it does not 
take away-and it is not desired to take 
awaY-the jurisdiction that any com
mission may have in a case now pending 
or which may hereafter arise. 

Mr. BONE. Let me say to the Senator 
from Nebraska and to the··senator from 
Tennessee that I have no quarrel with 
the suggestion as applied to common 
carriers, but I say that it would only 
serve to confuse in relation to public
utility rates in the utilities "'and power 
field, for it has absolutely no meaning 
at all, legally or otherwise, in its practi
cal operation tO" those fields. · 

Mr. McKELLAR. I have known, and 
I think the Senator must have known, 
a great many power rates to be unequal. 
We all know what "equalizing" means; 
at least I do; and I will be satisfied to 
have the rates equalized. 

Mr. BONE. I think the Senator does 
not know what it means as applied to the 
power field. I suggest, if I may, that 
the reference be to common carriers. If 
the Senator will accept such a sugges
tipn-and I assume that is what he has 
in mind because he suggests the equaliza
tion of freight rates; and I have no ob
jection to that-! hope that change can 
be made. I make that suggestion. I 
would rather make the suggestion to 
the author of the amendment than I 
would to offer it myself, although, if 
need be, I will offer it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not see how it 
could be applied merely to common car
riers. 

Mr. BONE. I assure the Senator
and if there is any Senator who wants 
to say anything to the contrary, I assure 
him-that it cannot be applied to power 
rates. There is no such thing as equal-
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ization in power rates. If there is a Sen
ator in this body who will rise and point 
out to me where that theory has ever 
been applied, I will withdraw the sug
gestion. There never has been such a 
theory applied. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, may we 
have the McKellar amendment stated? 
I do not know what it is. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I will be very glad 
to tell the Senator, if he will just look at 
the amendment. 

Mr. BROWN. The Norris amendment? 
Mr. NORRIS. Yes. In line 7, after 

the word "reduce," I suggested the in
sertion of the words "or equalize." 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Michigan Yield for a 
question? 

Mr. BROWN. I yield. 
Mr. CONNALLY. I do not catch the 

significance of the amendment of the 
Senator from Nebraska. In the second 
clause he intends to preserve the juris
diction of the regulatory bodies. I have 
not understood-! may be in error-that 
the pending measure initially intended 
to cover utility and railroad rates. 

Mr. BROWN. The power to control 
common-carrier rates and public-utility 
rates was in the original measure, but 
it was stricken out by the committee. 

Mr. CONNALLY. In the measure we 
now have before us, it was not intended 
to cover those subjects. What is the 
view of the Senator from Michigan as 
to whether or not the amendment of the 
Senator from Nebraska will, in its first 
clause, at least, by inference, give the 
price-fixing administrator authority 
over rates. It does not say to whom; 
it says they shall not be raised without 
the consent of the President. 

Mr. BROWN. The power is in the 
President. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Does not that nec
essarily imply that it has to go to the 
0. P. A.? 

Mr. BROWN. I think not. 
Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, in the 

act , the pending joint resolution seeks 
to amend, there is a provision giving 
the President wide power, acting 
through the Price Administrator, to 
regulate prices. No power was given to 
him to control utility rates; I suppose on 

" the theory that they were sufficiently 
governed and controlled by various 
kinds of commissions. But, neverthe
less, the Price Administrator when he 
commenced operations and began to fix 
prices soon discovered that when he 
fixed the price of a commodity going 
into the cost of living he was powerless 
to fix public-utility rates because he 
had not such authority under the law. 

He knew, and everyone else must have 
known, that the utility rates enter di
rectly into the cost of living. So, starting 
out with that theory, he appeared before 
rate-making bodies and, in effect, said, 
"I have no authority to pass on these 
-rates but I pray that you notice how it 
will interfere with my work if you in
crease utility rates If these rates pre
vail they will knock the prices I have 
made on everything entering into the 
cost of living into a cocked hat." He 
could do nothing but plead with the util
ity bodies not to do it, and so far they 

have not done it. He appeared many 
times. There has been pending for 2 or 
3 weeks, and it has not as yet been set
tled, an application of the gas company 
of the District of Columbia. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 
Mr. CONNALLY. I am not taking 

issue with the Senator. All I was in
quiring about was as to whether or not 
in the first clause it is intended to keep 
the rate-making authority in the regu
latory bodies, giving the President simply 
a power. 

Mr. NORRIS. The proposal would 
simply give the President power. 

Mr. CONNALLY. That is what I had 
in mind. 

Mr. NORRIS. And he must have such 
power, Mr. President, if we are going to 
prevent inflation by fixing prices. 

Mr. CONNALLY I am not in disagree
ment with the Senator on that theory, 
but I wanted to have it made clear that 
it was not proposed to turn the matter 
over to the 0. F. A. and oust the jurisdic
tion of the regulatory bodies. 

Mr. NORRIS. No; that is not pro
posed. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, let me sug
gest as an amendment to the proposal 
now pending that in line 7, after the word 
"reduce", that the words "or equalize" 
be stricken out, and that there be added to 
line 8 the words "or to equalize the rates 
and charges of common carriers." 

Mr. NORRIS. Will that be satisfactory 
to the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. 
Mr. NORRIS. It is satisfactory to me. 

I modify the amendment in order to ac
complish that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Nebraska as modified. 

The amendment as modified was 
agreed to. 

Mr. NORRIS. · Mr. President, because 
this amendment will go to conference, 
and there may be some dispute about it, 
I desire to place in the RECORD some 
public documents which have a direct 
bearing upon it. 

I had some correspondence with the 
Price Administrator in August respect
ing this subject. I wrote him a letter, 
and he replied. The letter and the reply 
were printed in the RECORD of September 
10, at page 7344, but in order to have in 
the RECORD the letter of the Price Admin
istrator in connection with a Federal 
Trade Commission letter which I shall 
submit later, I ask that my letter to the 
Price Administrator and his reply be 
printed at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Thare being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the REc
ORDJ as follows: 

AUGUST 11, 1942. 
Hon. LEON HENDERSON, 

Administrator) Office of 
P1·ice Administration. 

MY DEAR MR. ADMINISTRATOR: I have given 
some study to the various attempts of the 
utility companies (gas, telephone, and elec
tric) to increase rates and to make applica
tion in the various States to the proper com
missions for such increases. 

These attempts have increased recently and 
I understand several States in the Middle 
West have allowed these increases. In other 
States applications have been made and are 
now pending. My recollection is that you 
participated in some of the hearings on such 
a petition and, late in June, a release was 
given by your office in which the public was 
informed that you had asked to intervene 
where an application for an increase of elec
tric rates was pending before the Maine Pub
lic Utilities Commission at Bangor. 

I am of the opinion that these attempts to 
increase rates have been influenced to some 
extent at least by the general belief that the 
pending bill in Congress would increase the 
taxes on these utility companies. In the 
Maine case your petition of interventi<>n al
leged that, if these rates were increased over 
the country indiscriminately, the result 
would be that your work in stabilizing prices 
would be greatly interfered with and that 
the result would be the "hoarding, manipula
tion, speculation, and other disruptive prac
tices resulting from abnormal market condi
tions and scarcities caused by or contributing 
to the national emergency." 

You alleged that such increases made be
cause of the increased Federal taxes "would 
be contrary to the intention of the Con
gress, infiationary in character and adversely 
affect the program and policies of the Office 
of Price Administration to stabilize prices." 

I am interested in this subject because r 
believe that a general increase in utility 
rates, where it is not clearly shown that such 
an increa...c:e is necessary in the public inter
est, would not only be inflationary but would 
affect the pr<>gl'am and policies of your or
ganization and would make it practically 
impossible for you to stabilize prices. 

The purpose of this letter is to ascertain, 
if possible. to what extent applications for 
such increases are coming in from over the 
country generally and, if they are coming ill, 
what you are doing about the matter, and 
what you are able to do to prevent such 
increases. 

It seems to me this subject is very im
portant at this time because of the pending 
tax bill before the Finance Committee of 
the Senate. It is very possible that some 
legislation on this subject should be in
cluded in this proposal before it is enacted 
into law. 

Your early reply will be appreciated. 
Very truly yours, 

G. W. NORRIS. 

O FFICE OF PRICE ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D . C., August 19) 1942. 

Hon. GEORGE W. NORRIS, 
United States Senate) Washtngton. 

DEAR SENATOR NORRIS: I Was greatly inter
ested in your letter of August 11 on the prob
lem of utility rates and the program of this 
office and the National GOvf'rnment to stabil
ize commodity price.c; and the cost of living. 
The problem has been given special attention 
by this office in recent weeks and I shall be 
happy to supply yap with information about 
our activities in thflt field and "to aid you 
in ascertaining to what extent applications 
for such increases are coming in from over 
the country generally and, if they are coming 
in, what we are doing about the matter, and 
what we are able to do to prevent such in
cr€ases." 

As you know, the Emergency Price Control 
Act exempts utilities and common-carrier 
rates and we are without power to fix such 
rates and charges. Nevertheless, we have 
deemed it necessary to participate in rate 
regulatory proceedings in our effort, not 
altogether unsu<X:essful thus far, to prevent 
increases in confiict with our basic program. 

Let me refer briefiy to some of the specific 
ca5€s and problems we have recently en
countered in this field. In April our atten
tion was- called to the 15-percent increase 1n 
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telephone rat-es made by the Northwestern 
Bell Telephone Co. in the State of Iowa. 
This increase, termed a surcharge by the com
pany, was imposed on nearly all exchange 
and intra-State toll service. No regulatory 
agency whose permission must be first ob
tained for such rate increase in Iowa is pro
vided for by the laws of that State. After 
obtaining the technical assist ance of the 
Federal Communications Commission, we 
called the company in conference and re
quested it to withdraw this increase as it 
appeared that the higher rates were imposed 
in large part to offset estimated higher Fed
eral income taxes. The company agreed to 
this request and subsequently withdrew a 
request for a rate increase of about the same 
character pending before the North Dakota 
commission, although it had earlier obtained 
the approval of the South Dakota commis
sion for a similar increase in rates. 

We are attempting to keep a close watch 
over other telephone-rate increase applica
tions .in various parts of the country. The 
American Telephone & Telegraph Co. has 
furnished us with a list of all such applica
tions which have been made by its associated 
companies. I am glad to say that there are 
now relatively few such applications :r:end
ing. 

A somewhat more difficult problem with 
respect to telephone rates is presented in con
nection with the rates charged by the inde
pendent telephone companies because of 
their large number. We recently met with 
the executive committee of the United States 
Independent Telephone Association and ex
plained our program to them. To the extent 
of our ability, we propose to scrutinize their 
requests for increases and participate in as 
many cases as possible. · 

Because of your lifelong effort to protect 
the public in their relations with the electric 
light and power industry, you may be espe
cially interested in our work in the electric
rate field. It is true, as you suggest, we filed 
a petition for intervention in the Bangor 
Hydro-Electric rate case before the Maine 
Public Utility Commission. There, too, it 
appeared that the increase requested was be
cause of projected higher Federal income 
taxes. Moreover, we were advised by certain 
paper companies, customers of the electric 
company, that if the power rate increase was 
approved, they would seek to have our max
imum . prices on paper and pulp increased. 
While conferences were pending with respect 
to the date of hearing, the company withdrew 
its application for an increase. 

At the request of the Rural Electrification 
Administration, we participated in confer
ences with respect to a proposed increase in 
rates for electric energy sold by an electric 
company to a rural cooperative. Subse
quently the company withdrew its request 
for higher rates. 

Among other power-rate cases now receiv
ing our attention is the Niagara Falls Power 
Co. case before the New York Public Service 
Commission. In another, the Pennsylvania 
Power & Light Co. is seeking increases be
fore the Pennsylvania Public Utilities Com
mission applicable to its commercial and in
dustrial customers. We will probably seek 
to intervene in this case also. 

Our survey of pending electric rate cases 
does not now indicate a large number of 
applications for rate increases. However, 
there is now an upward trend in the num
ber of requests for rate increases before the 
State commissions which seems to be due 
primarily to efforts to shift war taxes upon 
the utilities to their consumers. 

The gas rate problem appears to be more 
troublesome at this time. Among the cities 
where increases have recently been made or 
now pending are Boston, Philadelphia, Cleve
land, Minneapolis, and Washington, D. C. 
We are now or will oppose most of these in
creases, particularly because they adversely 

affect the cost of living of practically the 
entire population of those cities. 

The relationship of taxes to utility rates is 
extremely important in devising and ad
ministering a proper program to control 
prices and the cost of living. In peacetime 
the principle that a utility is entitled to a 
fair return after allowance of all Federal 
income tax has been generally accepted. As 
an essential war measure, however, we pro
pose to oppose the application of this princi
ple to any request which would contemplate 
an increase in rates predicated upon the 
allowance of anything over and above the 
normal Federal income tax. Higher rates 
predicated upon increased Federal taxes 
would obviously be contrary to the intention 
of Congress, be inflationary in character, and 
adversely affect our program to prevent fur
ther increases in the cost of living. 

In our work in this field we have sought 
to cooperate with the existing regulatory 
agencies. Both t}?.e Federal Power and the 
Communications Commissions have gladly 
made available the advice and help of their 
technical experts. 

I am glad to state that our right to inter
vene and participate seems to ·be readily 
conceded in these cases before the Federal 
and State utility commissions. However, one 
commission, that in the State of Illinois, has 
not yet acted upon our request for interven
tion. This is a proceeding involving street
car fares in the city of Chicago. Of course, 
we have no desire to interfere with the efforts 
of the State or Federal commissions under 
their respective statutes to reduce rates 
whenever found necessary. 

In seeking to ·cooperate with the existing 
regulatory agencies in the utility and rail
road rate fields, we are proceeding in the 
belief that when Congress exempted these 
rates from our jurisdiction it was implied 
that these commissions would recognize that 
the dominant principle governing the fixing 
of all prices in wartime would be the Govern
ment's program to stabilize commodity prices 
and the cost of living and that the utility 
and railroad rate principles must be reexam
ined in the light of the Government's eco
nomic program, on the success of which de
pends both the winning of the war_ and the 
peace. Their recognition of this obligation 
will be an important step in the success of the 
Government's program to prevent further in
creases in the cost of living. 

Therefore, while I hope there will be no 
need for additional legislation in this field, 
serious consideration must be given to the 
practice in Canada, where the cor:.sent of the 
price board, which administers an over-all 
program, as well as that of the existing regu
latory authorities is a prerequisite to utility 
rate increa!es. Certainly it should be under
stood without additional legislation that Fed
eral income taxes shall be borne by those 
upon whom such taxes should be levied. A 
different policy would seriously impair, if not 
destroy, the basic efforts of the Government 
to stop inflation. 

We appreciate very much your interest in 
this phase of our work. If we can furnish 
you with additional data or information 
on it, please do not hesitate to call upon us. 

Sincerely yours, 
LEON HENDERSON, 

Administrator. 

Mr. NORRIS. Later, as will be found 
from the correspondence I had with the 
Price Administrator, in an action before 
the Public Utilities Commission of the 
District of Columbia, where there was 
pending an application of the gas com
pany for an increased rate, the question 
was discussed as to whether they should 
increase the rate, and whether they 
should allow the Administrator to appear. 
He had no legal right, he conceded, but 

he wanted an opportunity to show how it 
would spoil everything he had done in 
the way of fixing prices in the District of 
Columbia if the rate should be raised, 
because the costs of gas, telephone, water, 
and electricity all directly affect the cost 
of living. 

I thought I would write to the Federal 
Trade Commission and get their views 
upon the matter, so I addressed them a 
letter, and I ask unanimous consent that 
it be inserted in the RECORD at this point, 
together with the reply from the Federal 
Trade Commission. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SEPTEMBER 14, 1942. 
Hen. W. A. AYRES, 

Chairman, Federal Trade Commission. 
MY DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: I am very much 

worried about the situation which has been 
brought about in the District of Columbia 
v.-herein the Washington Gas Light Co. has 
made application to the Utllities Commission 
of the District for an increase of gas rates 
in the D1str1ct of Columbia. 

I had some correspondence with Han. Leon 
Henderson, the Price Administrator, in regard 
to the increase of utility rates over the coun
try, because I could see that the increase in 
these rates would center at once into the cost 
of living of all the consumers involved in the 
rate increase. It seemed to me to be perfectly 
plain that, where Mr. Henderson had, in com
pliance with the law setting up his office, fixed 
prices of everything going into the cost of 
living, all of his work might be nullified and 
destroyed if utility commissions over the 
country were allowed to increase utility rates. 
A copy of my letter to Mr. Henderson and his 
reply are printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of September 10. 

I am wondering if I am asking too much of 
your Commission to read this correspondence 
and when you have done so if you would let 
me know what you think of the proceedings 
now pending for an increase of gas rates in 
the District of· Columbia. Your Commission 
has bad so much experience with public
utility rates and the subject matter in gen
eral that your opinion would be valued very 
highly by the country, and I know it would 
by me. I trust, therefore, that you will give 
me your opinion in the matter. Your early 
reply will be greatly appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 
G. W. NonRIS. 

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION, 
Washington, September 15, 1942. 

Hon. GEORGE W. NORRIS, 
Sen ate Office Buildi ng, Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR NORRIS: This Will ac
knowledge receipt of your letter of September 
14, 1942, with reference to utility rates, in 
which you refer to correspondence which you 
recently had with the Honorable Leon Hen
derson, Price Administrator. 

As you kpow, some years ago this Commis
sion completed an exhaustive inquiry into the 
financial structure and accounting practices 
of electric and gas utilities, and that the 
Commission found that utilities generally had 
used every device to obtain padded costs and 
inflated rate bases upon which utility com
m issions should allow them a given percent 
of profit. One of the companies covered was 
the Washington Gas Light Co. which is now 
seeking an increase in rate_s. The Commis
sion has furnished the Honorable Leon Hen
derson with a copy of the report on that 
company so that his office may be familiar 
with the financial background of that com
pany. The report on Washington Gas Light 
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Co. ts printed in the public record in Senate 
Document 92, Seventieth Congress, first ses
sion. Unfortunately, the Commission's in
quiry ended with the year 1934. 

The Commission has not had an oppor
tunity of examining the record in the pres
ent rate hearing, but it appears that one of 
the accounting practices which the company 
is attempting to influence the local Public 
Utilities Commission to permit is to include 
its income and excess-profit taxes as a com
ponent part of the total cost over and above 
which it is to be permitted to earn a net 
income of 6¥2 percent on its rate base, and 
to charge gas rates for the coming year that 
Will accomplish that result. It appears from 
the letter of the Honorable Leon Henderson, 
referred to in your letter, that this is still a 
widespread practice for, in referring to the 
Maine ease, Mr. Henderson wrote, in part, 
that it appeared that the increase requested 
was because of "projected higher Federal 
income taxes." 

If the Washington Gas Light Co. were per
mitted to charge such rates and to earn such 
a clear profit above all ta.xes, other publ!c 
utility companies operating in the District, 
such as the Capital Transit Co. and the 
Potomac Electric Power Co., would naturally 
expect like treatment. The effect would be 
to permit these utility companies to charge 
the public rates that would guarantee their 
stockholders on the agreed-upon rate base a 
clear profit of at least 6¥2 percent over and 
above all operating costs and income taxes 
no matter how high the rates of income taxes . 
may be. Of course it is obvious that no other 
business domiciled, or operating, in the Dis
trict of Columbia can guarantee their stock
holders clear profits at any such rates. 

Furthermore, particularly if the income 
taxes so included in costs are those paid 
during the operating year on the preceding 
year's income, the practice would set up a 
vicious spiral. The greatet: the amount of 
income taxes paid, the higher would have 
to be the rates of charge in order to afford 
a gross income that would leave a clear profit 
in sufficient amount, and the greater would 
be the current taxable net income; the greater 
the taxable net income of the current year, 
the greater would be the amount of income 
taxes payable in the next year, over and above 
which the Washington Gas Light Co. would 
be permitted to earn a clear profit of 6¥2 
percent on its rate base. Naturally higher 
rates would have to be charged in order to 
produce a gross income of sufficient magni
tude to leave a clear profit of such an amount. 

The effect of such a practioo, if permitted, 
would be to put the public utility companies 
into a preferred claes and to permit their 
stockholders to escape their fair share of the 
burdens of war taxation. This burden would 
be shifted on to the consumers of their serv
ices who would be required to bear not only 
their own proper burdens of war taxation but 
those of the public utility companies as well. 
In other words, if allowed, the utility com
pany would be guaranteed 6¥2 percent on 
the agreed upon rate base free of any war 
burden. 

The consistent practice of the Federal Trade 
CommiSsion has been to treat income taxes, 
not as operating costs or costs of products 
(which costs are incurred before there is a 
gross income from the sale of the services or 
products and may conceivably not be recov
ered in their entirety), but as shares of net 
income that are paid to government after that 
net income has been earned and realized and 
after all risk of loss has been resolved. 

Inasmuch as one of the purposes for which 
the Federal Trade Commission was created 
was to protect the consumer, it deems it ap
propriate to call the inflationary character 
of the above practice to your attention. A 
study of the record in the present Washington 
Gas Light Co. hearing might disclose the 
fact that an attempt is being made to include . 

other items of a questionable character in 
cost. 

By direction of the Commission. 
Sincerely yours, 

W. A. AYnES, 
Chairman. 

Mr: NORRIS. Mr. President, I no
ticed in the public press a few days ago 
that this question was before the Fed
eral Power CommiSsion also. Inci
dentally, there are a great many appli
cations for reduction of rates, and some 
for increases of rates, now pending. The 
Federal Power Commisslon decided the 
case of the city of Detroit and th~ 
county of Wayne, Mich., against the 
Pan Handle Eastern Pipe Line Co. and 
the Michigan Gas Transmission Cor
poration, docket No. G-200, and in the 
matter of the Panhandle Eastern Pipe 
Line Co., Michigan Gas Transmission 
Corporation, and the Illinois Natural 
Gas Co., docket No. G-207. 

The Federal Power Commission ren
dered an official opinion a c;iay or so ago 
which is exceedingly interesting, and 
some of it bears directly upon the ques
tion before us. I ask unanimous con
sent to insert that part of its opinion 
which I have marked, beginning on page 
31 and ending on page 34. I think these 
various matters should be in the RECORD 
so that those who discuss the question 
in conference may have the benefit of 
the particular things I have inserted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Nebrask~? 

There being no objection, the matter 
w::~.s ordered. to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

TAX INCREASES DUE TO THE WAR EFFORT 

While we have arrived at certain definite 
conclusions in disposing of the motions for 
an interim order reducing rates herein, the 
tax problem posed by legislation pending in 
the Congress makes it imperative that we 
make further comment on this subject. 

We take judicial notice of the fact that 
our country is waging a war for survival. 
It is common knowledge that there will be 
increased tax. burdens resulting from the 
requirements inherent in a global conflict. 
Business as usual is out-in fact, a great 
many so-called small enterprises have ceased 
to exist. Normal business during thiS period 
of grave emergency is at an end. Obviously, 
no one can expect to maintain a status or 
condition of business unaffected by the holo
caust now sweeping the world. Increased tax 
burdens must be borne by the utility which 
enjoys a monopolistic position in the eco
nomic field, as well as by others who have no 
such advantage. 

Proposals now pending in Congress to raise 
additional taxes are required to defray in 
part greatly increased expenditures resulting 
from the war effort. In this regard the re
port of the House Committee on Ways and 
Means,1 considering the proposed revenue 
bill of 1942, after first pointing out that the 
cost of the war effort · is placing upon the 
Nation a financial burden unequaled in our 
history, states: 

"It is thus apparent that our revenue 
needs are extreme and your committee have 
endeavored to secure every dollar of addi
tional revenue which, in its opinion, the 
national economy can bear. In its effort to
ward this objective, however, care has been 

1 Report No. 2333, 77th Cong., 2d sess., July 
14, 1942. 

exercised in every instance not to place an 
unbearable burden upon any •taxpayer." 

Moreover, the President in his message to 
Congress July 30, 1941, requesting enactment 
of legislation for control of prices, stated: 

"Inflationary price rises and increases in 
the cost of living are today threatening to 
undermine our defense effort." 

Thus it appears that the doctrine of unjust 
enrichment as well as equity and good con
science compel the conclusion that a utility 
should not be permitted to thwart the pur
pose and spirit of the war price control legis
lation and the revenue laws by passing such 
abnormal tax requirements along to its con
sumers as an operating expense to be col
lected in increased rates. Indeed, we fell in
creased rates on such a basiS would be unjus
tifiable. To allow them would in effect im
pose upon the consumers a sales tax. 

So that there may be no confusion concern
ing the tax situation in connection with the 
companies subject to our jurisdiction, where 
necessary to stabilize utility rates at reason
able levels during the war emergency period, 
we propose to allow as proper operating ex
penses only such taxes as· may be termed 
ordinary or normal. For the purpose of dis
tinguishing between ordinary or normal and 
war emergency or abnormal taxes, we con
clude that the basis prescribed in the 1940 
Revenue Act establishes the highest possible 
level of Federal taxes which may be allowed 
as an element of operating expense for such 

. purpose. The 1941 Revenue Act and the 
pending 1942 proposal certainly reflect ab
normal tax requirements for war purposes. 

The conclusions we here express find valid
ity in utterances of other regulatory bodies 
who were confronted with the problem of 
abnormal tax requirements in dealing with 
the utility Jndustry as a result of the first 
World War.2 Furthermore, the Public Service 
Commission of Wisconsin, on May 5, 1942, dis
approved the application of the Wisconsin 
Telephone Co. for authority to revise the base 
rate area and the rates at its Madison ex
change, a proposal estimated to increase the 
cost of telephone service to the subscribers 
in that area $290,000 annually. In its opin
ion denying such request the Wisconsin 
commission made this significant comment: 

"We do not look with favor upon proposals 
to increase utility rates in these· times 
* * • rates should not be increased solely 
because the management may consider that 
its return is less than it is entitled to ask in 
normal times." 

Moreover, it is evident that Congress in
tended when it enacted the Emergency Price 
Control Act of 1942, that during the prose
cution of the present war, this commission, 
in carrying out its regulatory responsibilities, 
should .make every reasonable effort to assist 
in making effective the national policy of 
price stabilization. In this regard we will 
be alert to the necessity for checking unwar
ranted increases in utility rates which, if 
permitted, will contribute to the disruptive 
inflationary process now threatening to de
stroy our economy. 

CONCLUSWN 

We conclude from the record that the 
present rates and charges of the respondents 
are unjust, unreasonable, unlawful, and vio
lative of the provisions of the Natural Gas 
Act. Therefore, until further order of tb:s 
commission, W.J determine for purposes of 
disposing of the motions before us that the 
just and reasonable rates, charges, classifi
cations, rules, regulations, practices, or con
tracts to be hereafter observed by the re
spondents and fixed by order of this com
mission shall reflect an immediate reduction 
of at least $5,094.384 below those in effect 
during the year 1941. 

2 See Re Western States Gas & Electric Co .• 
PUR 1919B, 485, 493; Re Unitert Fuel Gas Co •• 
PUR 1920C, 583, 606. 



,7636 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE SEPTEMBER 30 

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, I de
sire to call up an amendment which I 
have sent to the desk, and which I ask 
to have read for the information of the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 2, line 16, 
it is proposed to strike out "of sections 
3 (a) and 3 (c)." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the vote by which the 
committee amendment was agreed to 
will be reconsidered in order to permit 
the Senator from Iowa to offer an 
amendment to the amendment. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, on 
page 2, line 12, it is proposed to strike 
out the words: 

The President may suspend the provisions 
of law relating to the establishment or 
maintenance of prices, wages, or salaries 
which are inconsistent with the purposes of 
this joint resolution. 

The committee reporting the measure 
evidently thought that provision was too 
sweeping, and I agree with them. They 
offered an amendment which the Sen
ate adopted a few days ago, and which 
is now before the Senate on reconsidera
tion, in which they used the following 
language: 

The President may suspend the provisions 
of sections 3 (a) and 3 (c) of the Emer
gency Price Control Act of 1942 to the ex
tent that such sections are inconsistent with 
the provisions of this joint resolution, but 
he may not tinder the authority of this joint 
resolution ' suspend any other law or part 
thereof. 

Mr. President, I make no pretense of 
being a lawyer. I am a farmer-a dirt 
farmer. However, I believe that any 
lawyer will agree that if the proposed 
amendment were not in the pending 
joint resolution any provisions of it in
consistent with existing labor laws might 
be held by the courts to be controlling. 
However, the committee in its wisdom 
made special provision in the measure by 
providing that the President may sus
pend sections 3 (a) and 3 (c) of the 
Pr.ice Control Act but may not suspend 
any other law or part of a law that is 
inconsistent with the purposes of the 
joint resolution .. 

The Price Control Act-which is the 
law at the present time, and which, of 
course, contains sections 3 (a) and 3 (c), 
which are the sections applying to agri
culture and which have caused so much 
controversy-clothed the Price Adminis
trator with certain large powers to con
trol by regulation and order such maxi
mum price or prices as will in his judg
ment be fair and equitable and will ef
fectuate the purposes of the act. But 
I invite attention, Mr. President, to page 
5, subsection (h), of the Price Control 
Act, in which there has been placed the 
following limitation: 

The powers granted in this section-

That is, to the Administrator-
shall not be used or made to operate to com
pel changes in business practices, cost prac
tices or methods, or means or aids to dis
tribution, established in any industry, except 
to prevent circumvention or evasion of any 
regulation, order, price schedule, or require
ment under this act. 

Again, in subsection (c) of section 302, 
where there appears a definition of "com
modity" under the Price Control Act, 
the Administrator was· authorized to fix 
a ceiling on any commodi-tY, but in the 
definition of "commodity" there was the 
following limitation: · 

The term "commodity" means commod
ities, articles, products, and so forth: Pro
vided> That nothing in this act shall be 
construed to authorize the regulation of (1) 
compensation paid by an employer to any 
of his employees. 

Under the pending measure authoriz
ing the President to stabilize wages and 
providing that he may suspend certain 
provisions of the Emergency Price Con
trol Act of 1942, but that he may not sus
pend any other law or part of a law, he 
runs squarely up against that limitation 
of the Price Control Act that he cannot 
stabilize with reference to compensation 
paid by an employer to any of his em
ployees-
or, (2) rates charged by any common carrier 
or any other public utility, or (3) rates 
charged by any person engaged in the busi
ness of selling or underwriting insurance, 
or (4) rates charged by any person engaged 
in the business of operating or publishing 
a newspaper, periodical, or magazine, or op
erating a radio broadcasting station. 

The law from which I have just quoted 
prohibits the Administrator from adopt
ing any price ceiling or issuing any reg
ulation with reference to price ceilings 
which interferes with those specific mat
ters. 

To clinch it, the committee, in its wis
dom, did not merely repeal or -strike out 
of the original joint resolution the au
thority to suspend any law-and as I 
have said, I think that was quite proper
but they inserted a provision in the pend
ing joint resolution that the President 
rna~ suspend section 3 (a) and 3 (c) and 

· that he may not suspend any other law 
or part thereof. 

Mr. BROWN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. GILLETTE. I yield. 
Mr. BROWN. The Senator from Iowa 

called my attention to this point a few 
days ago. I would not feel it to- be wise 
to go as far as he does in his amendment, 
but there is a clear inconsistency, as he 
points out, between the provisions of sec
tion 302 of the Price Control Act and 
section 2, as well as possibly section 1, 
of the pending joint resolution. 

I therefore ask the Senator if we could 
not settle this question by authorizing 
the suspension of the only provisions 
of the law which, in my opinion effect 
this inconsistency, by inserting on page 
2, line 16, after "3 (c)" in lieu of the 
words the Senator uses, the words-

Clauses 1 and 2 of section 302 (c). 

Mr. President, I will say to the Mem
bers of the Senate that that would clear 
up a patent inconsistency. I do not be
lieve that those who represent both the 
agricultural viewpoint and other view
points in this measure would want a 
general power in the President to sws
pend. The senior Senator from Connec
ticut [Mr. MALONEY], the junior Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. DANAHERL and 
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT], and 
other members of the committee, were 

very insistent upon that provision. I 
will say to the Sena,tor from Iowa that 
the language in question will cover what 
he has in mind, and, I am satisfied, will 
accomplish the objective he has in mind. 
I ask him if he will not accept that as 
a substitute for his amendment? 

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Michigan. The 
amendment which I have offered and 
which is now pending would simply au
thorize the President to suspend any pro
visions of the present Price Control Act 
relating to the establishment or main
tenance of prices, wages, or salaries which 
are inconsistent with the purposes of the 
pending joint resolution, and no others. 
I am aware that there are certain pro
visions in the Price Control Act relative 
to marketing agreements which might 
well be exempted, and in view of the 
correction which the Senator from Mich
igan has suggested-while it does not go 
as far as I think it should go-I will 
withdraw my amendment and ask him to 
present his amendment. 

Mr. BROWN. I ask that the amend
ment I proposed be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 2, line 16, 
after "3 (c)", it is proposed to insert 
"clauses 1 and 2 of section 302 (c)." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
BROWN] to the committee amendment on 
page 2, line 16. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the committee am~n.dment, as 
amended, is agreed to. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] has an 
amendment which I think clarifies some
what cloudy language in the joint reso
lution. I should like to have that amend
ment disposed of. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the 
amendment was discussed on the floor of 
the Senate on the opening day of the 
debate. The purpose of the amendment 
k to avoid any possible conflict in the 
meaning of the joint resolution. I send 
it to the desk and ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 4, line 2, 
after the word "inequities", it is proposed 
to insert a semicolon and the following: 
"but nothing in this section shall be con
strued to permit the establishment in any 
case of a maximum price below a price 
which will reflect to the producers of any 
agricultural commodity the price there
for specified in clause (1) of this section." 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the 
V!hole purpose of the amendment is to 
make sure that in fixing a maximum 
price which might subsequently be af
fected by an order made by the President 
or the agency administering the act, the 
maximum price shall not be reduced be
low the so-called parity price. As I un
derstand, that is agreeable to the Sen
ator in charge of the bill. 

Mr. BROWN. The Senator from 
Georgia is correct. The purpose the 
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committee had in mind is fully carried 
out and expressed by the amendment of
fered by the Senator from Georgia, and 
I should like to see it adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
GEORGE] on page 4, line 2. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. TUNNELL. Mr. President, I offer 

an amendment which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend
ment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 6, after 
line 18, it is proposed to insert the fol
lowing new subsection: 

(d) In the administration of the pro
visions of the Emergency Price Control Act 
cf 1942 and this joint resolution, and in selec
tion of persons to serve on rent, price, and 
rationing boards of the Office of Price Ad
ministration, there shall be no discrimina
tion on account of race, creed, or color. 

Mr; TUNNELL. Mr. President, I un
derstand there will be no objection to the 
amendment on the part of the com
mittee. 

Mr. BRO\VN. Mr. President, the 
amendment merely carries out the ex
pression in the Constitution of the United 
States, and I have no objection to it. 
It does justice to a very large part of our 
population. They are fighting at the 
front and entitled to the rights and privi
leges of all American citizens. Edgar G. 
Brown, director of the National Negro 
Council. representing 4,000,000 of our col
ored citizens, strongly urges this particu
lar amendment prohibiting discrimina
tion, and he feels it will greatly enhance 
the morale and unity of all our citizens. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. TuNNELL]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, I have 

an amendment at the desk which I should 
like to have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend
ment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 4, line 14, 
after "SEC. 4.", it is proposed to insert 
"(a)." 

On page 5, after line 6, it is proposed 
to insert the following new subsection: 

(b) Nothing in this joint resolution shall 
prohibit the paym~nt by any employer. or tbe 
acceptance by any emp!oyee. of (l) any wages 
or salaries provided for in any contract en
tered into in good faith in the ordinary 
course of business prior to September 15, 
1942, or (2} any wages or salaries provided 
for by the terms of any option, renewal, or 
extension provision contained in such con
tract; except that adjustments may be made 
by the P-!esident with respect to any such 
wages or salaries to the same extent that 
adjustments may be made by him with re
spect to wages and salaries in other cases 
under this joint resolution. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, as I un
derstand the amendment proposed by the 
Senator from California it covers this 
sort of situation: Where contracts have 
been entered into prior to the passage of 
the joint resolution which permit of regu
lar raises of salaries, wages, or compensa
tions of various kinds, those contracts 
having been partly performed, there 
should be no power given in the joint 

reso!ution to change the terms of agree
ments of that nature. 

Mr. DANAHER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOVl/NEY. I yield. 
Mr. DANAHER. I do not have the 

language of the amendment before me, 
and I did my bzst to follow it as it was 
read at the desk. Let us suppose the case 
of a moving-picture producer who had 
a stated, fir£d, weekly sum coming to him 
in accordance with a contract, with an 
additional and stipulated proposed in
crease to come at stated intervals, and 
suppose that salary aggregated the sum 
of, say, $600.000 a year. There have 
been newspaper reports in the last 10 
days of salaries aggregating approxi
mately that amount, and inuring in favor 
of some moving-picture producers. Sup
pose the President should find that such 
a salary is a gross inequity, would he, 
under the provisions of section 1, be per
mitted to reduce the salary to a point 
where it would be only $25,000 a year, 
after taxes? . 

Mr. BROWN. Yes, I think he could 
under the terms of the amendment, if 
it should be adopted, and under the joint 
resolution. There is no intention on my 
part~ nor is there any intention, I think, 
on the part of the Senator from Califor
nia, to break down the "gross inequities" 
provision of the joint resolution. The 
idea is that where contracts are entered 
into providing for regular increases in 
pay, as many contracts are, unles:: such 
arrangement is grossly inequit&ble, un
just, and unfair, it shall not be interfered 
with by the provisions of the joint reso
lution. 

Mr. DANAHER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from California yield fur
ther? 

Mr. DOWNEY. Yes. 
Mr. DANAHER. Will the Senator 

from Michigan please tell us, in the light 
of his explanation. what is the purpose 
of section 10 of the measure? 

Mr. BROWN. Section 10 relates to 
salaries on an annual basis. 

Mr. DANAHER. Annual "or other 
basis," is it not. I will ask the Senator? 

Mr. BROWN. My idea is that when 
wages and salaries are on an annual basis, 
bonuses and compensations in the na
ture of Christmas gifts which are com
monly and regularly given should be in
cluded. It happens that und":.· the pro
visions of the joint resolution we use the 
period from January 1 to September 15 
as the basis for calcuJating salaries. But 
in a great many cases larger compensa
tion is paid in the last month of the year, 
where there is profit-sharing arrange
ments or division between employer and 
employee. Representetive RicH, of 
Pennsylvania, called my attention to a 
situation in his own plant, where ap
proximately 25 percent of the total com
pensation of some of his employees is 
paid as a profit sharing in the month of 
December. Unless we had section 10 in 
the joint resolution that kind of an ar
rangement would not be covered, and 
compensation would be based upon the 
rate between January and September of 
each year. So the committee thought 
that section 10 would cover that kind of 
a situation. It does not seem to me that· 

we ought to interfere, except in a. ease of 
gross inequity, with existing contracts 
which provide for regular increases, when 
the contracts are now in existence. I 
believe the amendment of the Senator 
from California is a reasonable and fair 
one, and should cover that situation. 

Mr. DANAHER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from California yield for a 
further question? 

:Mr. DOWNEY. Certainly. 
Mr. DANAHER. Is it tbe purpos.e of 

the Senator from California not merely 
to stabilize such contracts, but actually 
to guarantee by law that contracts which 
provide for additional increases from 
time to time shall be protected under 
the proposed amendment? 

Mr. DOWNEY. No, Mr. President. 
There is to be no guaranty th&t a man 
shall continue in the employ of an em
ployer merely because his contract fixes 
a sliding scale. Let me say to the dis
tinguished Senator from Connecticut 
that I understand that there are two 
principal classes which would be affected 
by this amendment. One is tbe ·repre
sentatives of the press. I understand 
that under the Guild contract, when a 
person goes to work for a newspaper, a 
written contract is entered into under 
which, at regular intervals--perhaps 
every 6 months or every year-there may 
be some increase in compensation. 

A similar situation exists in the mo·
tion-picture industry. A young girl may 
go to work at $25 a week, with the under
standing that if she makes good she will 
receive $50 a week for the second year, 
and perhaps $100 a. week for the third 
year. and so forth. The amendment 
would protect persons who have written 
contracts of employment or contracts in 
which there are options of renewal at 
an increased salary. It would reserve to 
the President the power to cut across any 
such contracts· and set them aside if he 
should deem them inequitable. 

Mr. DANAHER. I thank the Senator 
from California. His explanation satis
fies me. 

Mr. BALL. .Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOWNEY. I y!eld. 
Mr. BALL. lt occurs to me that the 

principle of the Senator's amendment is 
slightly contrary to the request which 
the President made of the Shipbuild
ing Stebilization Committee. A con
tract was negotiated a. year ago last 
spring, I b3!ieve. which provided · for 
increases proportionate to the increase 
in the cost of living. When that con
tract came up _ for renewal last spring 
the President specifically requested the 
employees to forego a part of that in
crease, and I believe they did so. I do 
not quite see the reason for protecting 
particular groups, which have been 
foresighted enough to provide for an
nual increases in salary, and which 
probably need the increases far less than 
do others. 

:Mr. DOWNEY. Before I had this 
amendment drafted, I conferred wlth the 
legal representatives of the 01fice of Price 
Administration. They stated to me 
exactly the condition which the Senator 
from Minnesota has suggested. Con
tracts were written for the shipyard 
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workers under which their wages were 
to be increased in accordance with the 
increased cost of living. It was at least 
indicated to me that both the shipyard 
workers and the President would con
sider inequitable, or not consistent with 
the proper prosecution of the war, any. 
kind of a contract which would increase 
wages in accordance with the increased 
cost of living. Hence, at the suggestion 
of the representatives of the Office of 
Price Administration, we included in this 
amendment the power of the President 
to cut across such options and contracts 
if he should so desire. 

I appeal to the sense of fairness of the 
Senator from Minnesota. If a young, 
inexperienced reporter starts to work far 
bread-and-butter money and becomes 
more valuable with experience, he should 
be allowed to work under the terms of a 
written contract such as I have described. 
A young girl may struggle along for sev
eral years for almost no wages. If her 
contract calls for some reward, if she is 
successful, she should have the reward. 
Under this amendment the President 
would retain the power to cut across any 
such contract and to prevent inflation at 
any point he desired. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOWNEY. I yield. 
Mr. GEORGE. The Senator from 

California is correct in saying that the 
President may cut across such contracts. 
However, this is an anti-inflation meas
ure, expressly designed to limit the prices 
of agricultural products, or to give the 
President such authority, and to fix 
wages. The amendment of the Senator 
would be an express declaration, in an 
anti-inflation measure, in favor of pro
tecting contracts for increases in wages. 
It is utterly· inconsistent with the ob
jective of the pending measure. 

Let me say to the Senator from Cali
fornia that his purpose is a good one. 
Ordinarily, of course, we allow everyone 
to get all the increased wages he ·can get. 
It is a sound public policy to allow every
one to advance as fast as he may be able 
to advance, and to increase his earnings. 
But we are now directly doing the other 
thing. We are saying that wages and 
farm prices shall not be increased, ex
cept under the rigid conditions which we 
are putting in an anti-inflation measure. 

The amendment would expressly ap
proye contracts for increases in wages, 
without any regard to the terms and 
conditions of the anti-inflation measure. 
Such increases would depend upon a loose 
contract, which might be oral. The con
tract would not even have to be written. 

If we should adopt such an amendment 
every group of organized workers in the 
country would take advantage of it to
morrow. If we mean to stop the increase 
in the cost of living by fixing a ceiling on 
farm products and limiting wages, we 
certainly do not want this amendment in 
the joint resolution. It may be offered 
for the best purpose in the world. I 
should like to increase the wages of per
sons working with me; but if it is nec
essary to. give the President this extra
ordinary power to stop rises in wages, it 
ought to apply to one man's wage as 
well as to that of another. The fact 

that there may be a prior contract to 
pe~mit such increases does not make any 
difference. 

Suppose I should go into the market 
tomorrow-which I might do in all good 
faith and with perfect honesty-and 
say, "I have contracted to sell my cotton 
this year for a given price, above the ceil
ing price which the President is bound 
to fix on cotton as a farm product." 
Would I be permitted that privilege 
merely because I had a contract? The 
whole theory is utterly inconsistent with 
any effort to control living costs and the 
prevent . the spiraling of costs and the 
crucifixion of the American people by 
rapidly rising prices. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
California would not require a written 
contract. It would not even require a 
contract which has been witnessed. Any 
kind of a loose oral agreement might be 
used as the basis for an increase in wages 
and salaries. Any kind of loose oral re
newal of an option or extension of a 
contract provision dealing with wages 
might be used as the basis for an increase 
in wages. 

I beg the Senator not to insist upon 
his amendment, because with his amend
ment in the joint resolution precisely 
what so many who are engaged in agri
culture fear would be easily possible. 
While farm prices are to be regulated, 
there is a doubt as to whether the agency 
selected will actually deal with wages in 
the same fearless and impartial way. 

Everyone knows that the rising cost of 
living in this country has not been due 
in the first instance to an increase in 
farm prices. The genesis of this infla
tion is to be found in the rapid employ• 
ment of a large number of workers, and 
in the rapid rise ·af factory wages, with
out a single step being taken by the Gov
ernment to regulate or effectively stabi
lize such wages. In response to that 
movement, of course, farm prices en
tered the picture. They began to rise. 
Now the farmers, after this long fight, 
in which the Senator himself has par
ticipated, have, by agreement reached 
today, accepted in good faith the au
thority to have their prices sealed with 
a certainty which can leave little doubt. 

Some worthy people claim that they 
have contracts of employment under 
which their wages will be increased as 
profits of employers increase. Such a 
contract may be perfectly fair. It may 
be entirely just; but we are attempting 
to do the extraordinary thing of stopping 
a free enterprise system in its tracks and 
saying, "You must not advance the cost 
of living in this country; you must not 
increase the cost of farm products; and 
you must not increase wages, unless un
der the very terms of the charter which 
the President has given he sees that there 
are certain inequities and certain things 
which must be done." 

The existence of a prior contract ought 
not to be the basis on which to abrogate 
the law which we are trying to enact 
today. If we adopt this amendment, it 
is my judgment that we will rue the day, 
because it will be the excuse for innumer
able cases of fraud. It will be the basis 
on which large groups of employees will 
say, with the willing acquiescence of em-

players, who need labor, "Yes; there was 
a contract. We entered into some sort 
of a contract, and agreed to the renewal 
of that contract." The result will be, in 
my judgment, that what we are trying to 
do will' be very largely upset. I hope the 
Senator from California will not urge 
the amendment. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, while 
I am always greatly persuaded by the 
eloquent reasoning of the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia, of course, I have 
to urge the amendment because I con-

. sider it .to be fair and just. It was per
fected only after consultation with the 
representatives of the Office of Price 
~dministration, with the sponsor of the 
bill, the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. BROWN], and with the 
distinguished majority leader, the Sen
ator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY], who 
is about to ask me to yield, and to whom 
I now yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I de
sire to ask the Senator a question about 
the amendment. What is the necessity 
for it, even to correct the situation which 
the Senator has in mind? 

Let me state the premise upon which 
I base my question. By the pending joint 
resolution we are attempting to stabilize 
wages as nearly as practicable as of Sep
tember 15, 1942. There would be no 
reductions below that general level ex
cept in cases of gross inequities. I do not 
suppose that even the persons who would 
be affected by the amendment are the 
victims of gross inequities as to their 
compensation. So it seems to me that 
the pendtng measure as already drawn 
would cover such a situation, and that 
the remainder of the Senator's amend
me_nt woUlq apply only to renewals and 
extensions of such contracts made prior 
to September 15, 1942, although the 
Senator's amendment provides-

Except that adjustments· may be ~ade by 
the President with respect to any such wages 
or salaries to the same extent that adjust
ments may be made by him with respect to 
wages and salaries in other cases under this 
joint resolution. 

In other words, under the measure 
without the amendment, the President 
would have the right to adjust any gross 
inequities in the general level as of Sep
tember 15, 1942. If the general level as 
of September 15 is to be the basis and 
theory of our stabilization, I do not quite 
understand how such persons would be 
hurt by the present provisions of the 
measure; because all the amendment 
would do would be to attempt to stabilize 
wages under contracts made by that 
date, with the provision later on that it 
would apply to any extensions thereof, 
and with another provision that the 
President could regulate them notwith
standing the amendment, just as he 
would be able to regulate wages by au
thority of the pending measure itself. 

I do not quite see the reason for the 
amendment. I should like the Senator 
from California to explain that point. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, I am 
sure there is an extreme necessity for 
the amendment, · and that, unless the 
amendment shall be agreed to, very great 
hardship and, I think, injustice will be 
worked upon many thousands of young 
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persons' in this Nation who have begun 
employment under a written contract 
according to the terms of which they are 
simply apprentices, and receive virtually 
no wages. Such contracts provide· that 
as they grow older and obtain more ex
perience and make good, their wages 
shall be raised on the basis of a sliding 
scale. 

It seems to me that it would be ex
tremely unJust and unfair to say to some
one who, prior to September 15, 1942, 
had entered into a written contract val
idly and in good faith, expecting to work 
at a small compensation at first, but to 
obtain increased compensation as he 
grew older and became more experienced 
and more valuable, that he would be de
nied the benefits of a written contract · 
in existence as of September 15, 1942. I 
should say that would be extremely un
just. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, let me 
ask the Senator another question. Sup
pose an apprentice had entered into a 
contract-whether written or otherwise-
4 or 5 years ago, ar at any time prior 
to September 15, 1942, and that he en
tered into the contract as an apprentice. 
Of course, he would expect that as he 
moved along he would improve his situa
tion and would receive advances in pay 
and in position. Even if his contract 
prohibited such advances on his part, 
such prohibition certainly would be a 
gross inequity which the President could 
correct under the general terms of the 
joint resolution, would it not? 

Mr. DOWNEY. No, Mr. President; I 
doubt that. The pending measure at
tempts to freeze wages as of September 
15, 1942. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The freezing is not to 
be an inflexible freezing. 

Mr. DOWNEY. No; but at least that 
is the point. 

Let us assume the case of a. man who 
had a written contract in which his com
pensation was fixed on the basis of a 
sliding scale. It seems to me that simple 
equity and fairness would require that 
written contract to be considered valid. 
It may be, as I understand, that all the 
newspaper guild contracts are written on 
the basis of a sliding scale. I understand 
that thousands of such contracts are 
written for young persons employed in 
the moving picture industry. It seems to 
me that it would be unfair to shatter the 
plans and hopes of persons having such 
written agreements. . 

Let me say to the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. GEORGE] that if he believes that 
the amendment should be perfected so 
as to protect the Government against chi
canery and fraud, I should be very happy 
to have it so amended. The amendment 
was written for me by the legislative 
counsel, and I ac<-epted the amendment 
as it was prepared for me. 

The language as prepared by the legis
lative counsel is as follows: 

(b) Nothing in this ' joint resolution shall 
prohibit the payment by any empi.oyer, or 
the acceptance by any employee, ot ( 1) any 
wages or salaries provided for in any con
tract entered into in good faith in the ordi
nary course of business prior to September 
15, 1942. 

If the distinguished senior Senator 
from Georgia desires to have inserted in 
the amendment the words, "any written 
contract entered into in good faith," of 
course I should be glad to accept such a 
change, and also should be glad to in
sert the word "written" be{ore the word 
"option", so as to read, "any written 
option." 

I cannot join the distinguished senior 
Senator from Georgia in believing that 
American employers and American em
ployees would enter into any fraud by 
which such employers would have to pay 
to their employees more money than 
they had expected to pay under written 
contracts. I cannot see why employers 
would do such a thing. Why would any 
employer want to give an employee more 
money merely to defeat the aims of the 
United States Government? 

If an increase in pay were provided by 
r, written agreement, the employer might 
have to grant it, of course. I cannot 
quite understand why an employer would 
want to waste his money by dishonestly 
or fraudulently increasing the compen
sation of an employee. 

Let me also say that our investigation 
led us to believe that the number of such 
contracts in existence-and I refer to 
written contra-cts, because, of course, 
they were what I had in mind-providing 
for compensation on the basis of a slid
ing scale was very small, and that they 
could not affect inflation at all. 

I have already stated to the distin
guished Senator that when the legal rep
resentatives of the Office of Price Ad
ministration approved the amendment 
they had in mind shipbuilding contracts 
which provide for increases iri wages 
commensurate with increases in the cost 
of living; and they very distinctly had 
in mind that such contracts should not 
be permitted. 

Under the proposed amendment the 
President would have the power to cor
rect inequities of that kind or of any 
other kind which would interfere With 
the proper prosecution of the war. 

Let me further say to the distinguished 
senior Senator from Georgia that before 
I submitted the amendment, I took it up 
with the distinguished senior Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. TAFT], I took it up With 
the representatives of the Office of Price 
Administration, and I took it up with 
the distinguish~d majority leader, the 
senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
BARKLEY], and with the distinguished 
junior Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
BROWN], the sponsor of the pending 
measure. I found no objection to it 
from any source; but now, unfortunately, 
I do find objection from one of our very 
ablest and most persuasive Senators. 
Of course, I regret that he does object. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I do not 
want to quarrel with the Senator about 
the amendment; but it seems to me that 
it is equivalent to saying that wages and 
salaries shall be frozen except in the 
cases of contracts providing for increases 
in wages or salaries. · 

Let me state a specific case by way of 
illustration. Every year I try to sell my 
cotton for future delivery. Suppose I 

enter into a contract to sell it for 25 
cents a pound. I enter into the contract 
in good faith and in due course of busi
ness. Suppose the pending measure is 
passed, and suppose the President says, 
"The parity price is all you can receive 
for your cotton." Then I should be en
joined to sell the cotton under that price 
ceiling. Because I had entered into a 
contract, had made it in good faith, and 
had expended money in order to produce 
the cotton, is no reason why the provi
sion should not be applied to me. 

The pending measure is a drastic one. 
It would result in cutting ofi increases in 
the prices of farmers' products and in
creases in the wages of wage earners and 
increases in the salaries of salaried per
sons. The fact that a contract had been 
entered into would be no reason in the 
world for providing that a person work- · 
ing under such a contract should be ex
cepted from the application of the pro
visions of the measure. To do so would 
be like placing a ceiling on salaries, and 
then saying, . "No salary or wage shall 
hereafter be increased except in the case 
of those persons who had contracts pro
viding for increases in wages or salaries." 
Of course~ such persons might be the 
very ones whom it was desired to reach. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, will the 
distinguished Senator yield to me so that 
I may ask a question? 

Mr. GEORGE. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. DOWNEY. Let us assume a typi

cal case, a case which the amendment 
is intended to reach. Let us assume the 
case of a young man who has entered 
the newspaper-reporting business. He 
agrees that for the first year, while he 
becomes older and more experienced, he 
will work for $25 a week-of course, I 
have no idea what may be the sliding 
scale under those circumstances-but as
suming a written contract entered into 
prior to September 15, and entered into 
in good faith by him, and relied upon by 
him, let us say that the contract stipu
lated that on December 15, at the end of 
his first year of service, he should receive 
$35 a week instead of $25 a week; and 
let us assume that everyone else doing 
the same class of work that he would 
then be doing would be receiving $35 a 
week, the same amount which he would 
te entitled to receive under his written 
contract. Do I understand that the 
Senator would consider it equitable to 
say, "No; you cannot have the advantage 
of the written contract"? 

Everyone else in the same class would 
be receiving $35 a week-or even $50, 
let us say. 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, no; that is an
other question. If in the market that 
is the price of wages that the President 
will fix, if that is the price ceiling fixed on 
wages and salaries, then, of course, he 
is entitled to receive it. It is not a ques
tion of whether it is right or wrong. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator from Cal
ifornia has the floor. 

Mr. DOWNEY. I am asking the Sen
ator to yield for a question. 

Mr. GEORGE. I am trespassing on 
the Senator's time. 
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Mr. DOWNEY. Not at all; but let me 

say I do not think the Senator quite 
understands the purport of the situation 
he is stating. If the young man we are 
talking about was receiving a salary as 
of September 15 of $25 a week, even 
though he had in his possession a pre
existing contract providing that his sal
ary would be increased $10 a week within 
6 months, if this joint resolution shall be 
passed and wages shall be frozen ·as of 
September 15, his compensation will be 
frozen at $25, unless he goes directly to 
the President of the United States and 
says, "Now, Mr. President, I was getting 
only $25 but now I am doing work en
titling me to $35, and my written con
tract calls for it, I ask you to grant me 
equity under your extraordinary equity 
powers in this amendment." 

I may point out to the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia that it would be 
much simpler and easier and certainly 
result in much less fraud if we would 
assume that these written contracts have 
been entered into decently, fairly, and 
sensibly, and allow them to operate ex
cept when the President of the United 
States himself shall determin.e that in 
the prosecution of the war they are in
consistent with equitable principles. I 
speak somewhat emotl.onally--

Mr. GEORGE. I understand that, of 
course. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Because I know there 
are thousands of young people in this 
Nation tonight who would be affected. 

Mr. GEORGE. But the Senator is for
getting there have been many young 
people taken out of private life, where 
they were getting ahead, making money, 
and advancing, and who have been sent 
to the four corners of the earth to fight 
in the Army, and we who called them to 
serve in the armed forces said, "We do 
not propose to a!low living costs to get 
clear out of hand." The President has 
asked us to give him the authority to 
stop the rising cost of living. The two 
things wherein his power was lacking 
were to control the price of the farmer's 
products and to control wages. · 

If we should say, as the Senator pro
poses, "All good and wen, we will put a 
ceiling on the price of the farmer's prod
ucts, we will seal his price and we will 
seal wages as of a certain date except 
where an employee has a contract," then, 
we would be guilty of the grossest kind 
of favoritism in behalf of those who have 
contracts. It may be perfectly right for 
them to have contracts, and for them to 
advance, but, if we permit it, we are 
obliged, in good conscience, to permit men 
to make -advance contracts for farm 
products and sell them on the forward 
prices, regardless ol the fact that, in the 
meantime, a ceiling has been put on and 
it has been made unlawful to sell at 
above a certain fixed price which would 
be below the contract price. There is 
no great harm done to the apprentice or 
to the reporter who is just entering into 
his line of business on a sliding scale 
contract, because, although he is work
ing under that sort of contract, if he 
becomes proficient, regardless of the 
wages which are fixed by the President 
or by the agency in charge, he can re
ceive the same wage that all his fellow 
citizens receive for the same kind of work. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me there? 

Mr. GEORGE. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. DOWNEY. That is not the theory 

of the joint resolution. The theory of 
the joint resolution is that if that young 
man we are assuming was working for 
$25 a week he is going to be frozen there. 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, no. 
Mr. DOWNEY. That is the theory of 

the pending measure. 
Mr. GEORGE. Oh, no. That is Mr. 

McNutt's bill; that has not come along as 
yet. The employee is not put in the po
sition of being told "You cannot ever 
leave this position"; he is free to leave 
that job. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Yes; he is free to leave 
that job and find another job; that is 
true. 

Mr. GEORGE. And he can find an
other. 

Mr. DOWNEY. But he is not free, un
der the theory the Senator is advancing, 
to take from his employer the same wage 
that his fellow employees are receiving 
for the same work he would be doing. 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; he could, but he 
could take nothing by virtue of the con
tract, when the whole purpose of this bill 
is to outlaw the contract and to say, 
"Here is a ceiling on prices and a ceiling 
on wages and salaries; we are disregard
ing contracts and doing it by law." We 
could not defend it, . under ordinary cir
cumstances; but, if we are serious about 
this matter, y;e see that we must do it, 
and we go ahead and do it, and we can
not protect people because they have a 
preexisting contract and give them any 
special privileges. Wholly aside from 
their contract, of course, they can receive 
any wage, and every employer is justified 
and authorized to pay them any wage 
that is fixed under this proposed law. 

I believe, if the Senator considers it in 
the proper light he is bound to realize 
that the moment this theory is admitted 
into this particular anti-inflation meas
ure, that very moment all sorts of doors 
are open for fraud, and we will find all 
kinds of people in the United States say
ing, "Oh, yes; I employed Smith 2 years 
ago at $5,000 a year, but I agreed to 
step up his salary to $10,000 each year. 
He remains with me; here is my con
tract." There could be found many 
groups of employers who have made re
newal contracts, on that basis. 

This joint resolution is getting us away 
from contracts, and, not only getting us 
away from contracts, but it is denying us 
the rjght to contract; it is simply say
ing, "You have no right to contract," and 
then it is proposed by an amendment to 
it, and say that because the contract 
was made sometime before we will allow 
a man to come in and have the fruits and 
benefits of his contract. I am sure that 
is inconsistent with the very theory on 
which we are trying to pass the proposed 
legislat ion. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, may I 
ask the Senator from California a ques
tion? 

Mr. DOWNEY. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator submit

ted this amendment to me after he had 
drawn it, and I talked briefly with him 

about it. Frequently it happens here, of 
course, that we do not know all our re
actions to amendments until we con
sider and discuss them. 

I want to ask the Senator if he real
izes that in the case of the boy drawing 
$25 a week, to whom he referred a while 
ago, there is nothing in this measure 
that prevents promotions of any kind? 
If a man or woman has earned a promo
tion he or she can get it under this meas
ure. If a woman has been working in a 
store as a stenographer, and the store 
wishes to promote her to the position of 
:floor manager or buyer, at a higher sal
ary, there is nothing in this measure that 
would prevent that being done. 
. If the young man to whom the Senator 
referred a while ago is under a contract 
to work for $25 or any other sum a week, 
and by reason of his experience earns a 
promotion at a higher salary, there is 
nothing in the pending measure that 
will prevent that. I realize the earnest
ness with which the Senator presents 
this matter, but I do not think there is 
anything in the joint resolution that 
would prevent the boy from getting a 
promotion, if he had earned it, or any
body else, so far as that goes. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, there 
are certainly two answers to the sug
gestion, but, before I mention them, I 
should like to point out to the Senate 
that the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia certainly made an extraordinary 
statement when he said that employers 
want to commit fraud and perjury and 
deceive and defeat their Government in 
order to pay higher wages to their em
ployees. I cannot conceive of that; I 
cannot conceive there would be one em
ployer in the United States who, for no 
other purpose than to defeat the laws 
of the United States would say, "I am 
going to connive with you and claim that 
I agreed 2 years ago to pay you $10,000 
instead of $5,000 you are now getting." 
What possible temptation could there be 
on the part of the employees to enter 
into a deceitful scheme, a shameful 
scheme of fraud and chicanery? 

I do not say that there might not be 
isolated cases in which someone would 
want to get more money out of a corpora
tion for a relative, when there might be 
the possibility of fraud; but the amend
ment can be perfected, if the distin
guished Senator from Georgia desires, 
to make it even stronger than it is as now 
drafted. 

Mr. President, let us consider the 
rather startling statement of the distin
guished majority leader. Let us take the 
case of an actress in Hollywood who may 
have been slaving for three or four years, 
giving up a substantial part of her life, 
who finally on September 15 is receiving 
a salary of $100 a week, or a month, and 
her contract provides that a year after 
that, if she continues to make good, she 
shall automatically be increased to $200 
a month or $200 a week, whatever it may 
be. 

I say, in contradiction to what our dis
tinguished leader says, that the employer 
could say to her, "Your wages were 
frozen as of September 15, and while in 
good faith, under this contract,-you are 
now entitled to $200, we are not going to 
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pay you that." That is how I think 
many employers would act, instead of 
indulging in the prodigal liberality pre
supposed by the Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. BARKLEY. If the employer un
dertook to take advantage of the pro
posed law and say the wages were frozen 
at $100 a week by the proposed act, the 
actress could go to the President of the 
United States and say, "This is a gross 
inequity," and the President would have 
the power to correct the gross inequity. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Undoubtedly there 
would be tens of thousands of people 
who would be personally and rightfully 
complaining to the President of the 
United States, and asking him to rectify 
an injustice in accordance with written 
contracts. 

Mr. President, I wish to comment upon 
one further statement made by the Sen
ator from Kentucky to the effect that 
in the kind of cases we are discussing 
there would be nothing which would pre
vent an employer from promoting an· 
employee. I cannot agree with that. If 
a writer o·r an artist or a movie star were 
working at a certain fixed stipend, and 
the President issued an order freezing 
wages on a certain date, the employer 
could not a year later say, "I am going 
to promote you into a higher class just 
to pay you more money." I cannot agree 
that that is correct. 

Before the amendment was offered, it 
was submitted to the legal representative 
of the 0. P. A., to the senior Senator 
from Ohio, to the Senator from Michigan, 
and to the majority leader. It is my flrm 
opinion that not by the widest range of 
imagination could this amendment be 
fancied to tend to create any inflation. 
I do think it would tend to do away 
with many inequities and many unjust 
situations, and that it would be a cor
rective far easier of application than if 
we take the opposite road-compelling 
the President to pass upon every one of 
these cases categorically. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question· 
is on agreeing to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from California [Mr. 
DOWNEY]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. WILEY. Mr. Presictent, in the 

1830's in the Senate of the United States 
Mr. Benton, of Missouri, arose and intra~ 
duced a resolution relating to the tariff 
laws which favored the manufacturers 
of the East. Out of that resolution grew 
the famous Webster-Hayne debates, be
cause that resolution was a vehicle for 
the expounding of the nullification 
theory by Hayne and the reply thereto 
by Webster, holding that this was one 
Nation, inseparable. But in that famous 
debate, which gave Webster the oppor
tunity to present the need of compre
hending this Nation as a unit, th~.: West 
and the South attacked the East. Bit
ter words were said, and after they had 
been said and the nullification theory 
expounded by Hayne, President Jackson 
requested Webster to .reply. The East 
was bitterly maligned. In those days it 
v.as a matter of attacking a geographic 
segment of our society. 

Today because of the power of the 
press and the lack of vision in some of 
our statesmen, not particularly a geo-

graphic segment, but an economic seg
ment-the farmers of America-have 
Leen maligned. There are 30,000,000 
farmers, about 23 percent of our popu
lation. 

If there had been a Webster in the 
Senate, it would have presented a grand 
opportunity for him to again make a 
speech on the Union-one and insep
arable. 

He would have demonstrated with clar
ity that it was imperatively necessary, on 
behalf of the consumers of America and 
our Allies, that the farmers be provided 
with adequate labor and machinery, and 
receive adequate pay. He would not have 
permitted the biased minds of the press 
and the radio to sell the consumers of 
America on the proposition that the farm
ers were a selfish group, that this was a 
matter in which they were simply trying 
to "feather their nest." 

No, Mr. President, in clarion voice he 
would have demonstrated what is likely 
to be the fact, tpat the grass will grow in 
the streets of the cities and the villages 
of this country unless the farmers of 
America are at least given the cost of 
production for what they produce and 
permitted to have labor and machinery to 
produce the food America needs. 

We all have faith that wisdom will be 
given to America to control inflation. 
We all believe in equality of sacrifice. 
But if Webster were here, he would 
demonstrate clearly that the very life 
of America and the success of America 
and her Allies in the war depend upon the 
"munitions" which come from the farm. 

Yes, a Webster would demonstrate 
clearly to anyone who might read that 
the pending measure will not decrease the 
present cost of living and, of course, will 
not keep the cost of living from advanc
ing. 

Mr. President, the issue involved in 
this debate is infinitely larger than the 
question of farm prices. It is an issue 
which may involve the continuance of 
the American form of government. It is 
not simply a case of being for or against 
inflation, as some newspapers would 
have us believe. It should be apparent 
at the outset that no Member of Con
gress wants inflation. As a matter of 
fact, those men who wish to establish a 
fair price for the farmer are probably 
more concerned with preventing infla
tion than those who merely talk about 
farm prices without being willing to es
tablish a law which would place a ceiling 
on wages. 

If Webster were here he would pre
sent the cause of the farmer so clearly 
that the blinders which so many of our 
citizens have in front of them would be 
torn off. He would, for instance, show 
that the farmers of Wisconsin are get
ting between 4 and 5 cents a quart for 
milk, that it takes 4 quarts to make a 
pound of cheese, that the farmer then is 
getting between 18 arid 20 cents for the 
milk that goes into a pound of cheese, 
that the cheese fa-ctory is selling it for 
28 cents, that when it is purchased in 
Washington the consumer pays 60 cents. 

He would do the same with beef and 
pork, high as it is, and show as to every 
article the farmer sells that the farmer 
is not getting the "gravy." He wouid 

ask why, when beef went up to 137 per
cent of parity and hogs went up to 125 
percent of parity, the administration did 
not reduce the prices of these articles to 
110 percent of parity. 

Another thing Webster would have 
done, so anyone who runs might read; 
he would have disposed of the smoke
screen precipitated by the administration 
and some of the columnists and men of 
the press, blaming Congress in this emer
gency. We know that the present re
sults are due entirely to the piecemeal 
action of the administration. 

Mr. President, under the pending meas
ure, and the public might just as well 
know it, the administration does not pro
pose that the consumer shall purchase 
on the basis of the parity the farmer is 
supposed to get. The presently proposed 
resolution provides ceilings on pork and 
beef and wool-that the highest prices 
received by the producers between Janu
ary 1 and September 15, 1942, shall re
main in effect. The 100-percent ceiling 
relate only to that large group of farm 
products which are still 45 percent to 
85 percent of parity. 

The plain and simple fact, Mr. Presi
dent, is that the American people are be
ing led to believe that this measure will 
prevent high prices, and will reduce the 
cost of living. That is not true. 

The resolution provides in part for the 
retention of present ceilings on pork and 
beef and wool, and all of the fuss and 
furor about the 100 percent ceiling relates 
to products which are still only 45 per
cent to 85 percent of parity. 

In other words, the issue has been 
grossly distorteq. At this period in the 
Nation's history, when we face the grave 
test of survival, this type of distortion is 
more unfortunate-not merely because 
it befuddles the American people, but 
because it creates division in our midst at 
a time when we need unity. 

It is not my purpose to comment at 
length upon the misunderstandings 
which have been engendered by many 
newspaper accounts, because to a large 
degree that misrepresentation only re
flects the confusion which has charac
terized the statements of those in high 
governmental offices with respect to this 
problem. 

It is, however, manifestly unfair-and 
"unfair" is the most charitable word I 
can use-for some of the· press of this 
Nation to indict Congress for manifest
ing the courage and statesmanship nec
essary to insist that the farmer get a 
square deal. It is comparatively simple 
and infinitely more politically expedient 
to make the farmer a scapegoat. 

There is much talk about the so-called 
farm bloc. I am not a member of any 
bloc, but I am certainly proud to join 
with those loyal Americans who have 
made an outstanding cont ribution to the 
war effort with an 80-hour week and no 
overtime, and who ask only the simplest 
kind of economic justice. 

Of course we are all against inflation, 
and of course we are all against any un
warranted increase in prices on the com
modities market, but when the Wiscon
sin dairy farmer gets from 18 to 20 cents 
for the milk which goes into a pound of 
cheese, and we here in Washington pay 

,, 
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60 cents a pound for that cheese, it is 
not particularly intelligent of us to de
nounce the farmer as making an exces
sive profit. 

His cost of production for the 4 
quarts of milk that went into that pound 
of cheese, incidentally, is approximately 
18 cents, and no man can accuse him 
of profiteering. The handling charges 
on that pound of cheese are more than 
twice what the farmer gets for the raw 
materials and his 80-hour week, and still 
when we condemn the high price of that 
pound of cheese we indict the farmer. 

Let there be no misunderstanding. We 
need legislation to control prices. The 
pending joint resolution, however inade
quate and however mistakenly conceived, 
is apparently the only measure accept
able to the majority, and frankly I can 
see no alternative except to support it. 

I hope that every consideration will be 
given to the difference between the price 
the farmer receives and the price the 
consumer pays. It seems apparent that 
the threat of inflation, instead of hav
ing been created by an increase in farm 
prices, has been retarded to a certain de
gree because the farmers have increased 
their production so tremendously. 

It is impossible to believe that the 
farmers, who constitute 25 percent of the 
Nation, and who rel.!eive less than 10 per
cent of the national income, can be 
charged with creating inflation. 

I wish it were possible for some of our 
Washington swivel-chair experts-yes, 
and for some of our learned columnists
to spend a few weeks on a farm in Wis
consin or some other State. 

The Dean of the University of Wiscon
sin College of Agriculture tells me that 
thousands of farmers in our State are 
considering selling a part or all of their 
dairy herds to reduce the labor require
ments. There is a decided movement 
underway in dairy areas to deplete dairy 
herds and sales for slaughter because of 
this labor shortage. 

In Wisconsin at the present time there 
are more farm sales of livestock and per
sonal property than there have been in 
a generation. The farm labor situation 
is becoming increasingly critical. 

Mr. President, I ask that there be in
serted in the RECORD at the conclusion 
of my remarks an article entitled "The 
Political Mill," by Gould Lincoln, which 
appeared in the Evening Star of Septem
ber 29, 1942. 

I regard this article as an outstanding 
example of a fair, impartial, and intelli
gent analysis of the pending measure. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: ' 
[From the Evening Star of :;>eptember 29, 

1942] 
AMERICAN FARMER, SEEKING EQUALITY OF 

TREATMENT, Is MADE THE TARGET OF THE 
PRICE CONTROLLERS 

(By Gould Lincoln) 
Ever sir..ce Labor Day a great effort to 

dramatize the American farmer as the horrid 
villain in the piece Save America From In
flation has been thoroughly underway. His 
aides have been pictured as Congress and the 
farm organizations themselves. 

The cost of living has been going up. 
There was every chance that it would con
tinue to go up. President Roosevelt sent 

a message to Congress and delivered a radio 
speech to the American people, demanding 
that steps be taken by Congress to curb farm 
prices, adding that he himself would handle 
wages of industrial labor-which have soared 
to new heights with the vast war program 
underway. These were the two great items 
in the cost of producing and the cost of liv
ing in this country, which were not controlled 
as they should have been in the so-called 
Price Control Act, under which the country 
has been operating for many months now. 
Farm prices, under this law, have been priv
ileged to go to 110 percent of parity (the for
mula devised years ago to equalize the farm
er's dollar with that of industry). Labor's 
wages were not fixed at all in the law, and no 
ceiling for them whatever was attempted. 

Fair warning of what was to be expected
in the matter of increased cost of living-was 
given the administration by Bernard M. 
Baruch, head of the War Industries Board in 
the last war, and by Representative Gore of 
TenneEsee and some other Members of Con
gress. No attention was paid to these warn
ings, however. The farm lobby was on the 
job at the time. But so, too, was the labor 
lobby, of which nothing is heard now in the 
bursts of indignation over the farmer and 
his prices. The farm lobby may be effective, 
but compared to the labor lobby it is a 
gentle zephyr instead of a gale when it hits 
Washington. 

PRESIDENT RIGHT 
The President was entirely right to demand 

that steps be taken to halt infl.ationary moves, 
to prevent the ever-increasing cost of living. 
He told Congress bluntly that if it did not 
act by October 1 he would himself use the 
powers WhiCh he has during the war to con
trol farm prices. He said that he himself 
would "stabilize" industrial wages. 

The difficulty was that Congress and .the 
farmers had heard the talk of stabilizing 
wages before-and the only evidence of any 
movement on the part of wages was an up
ward movement. 

Senators and Representatives in Congre~:s 
from agricultural States-some from indus
trial States, too--say flatly that the farmers 
would have been willing to have an effective 
price ceiling placed on farm products from 
the very first of the price-control agitation if 
there had been at the same time an effective 
ceiling placed on the prices of the things the 
farmer has to buy-and on industrial wages, 
which necessarily affect the prices of the 
things the farmers must buy. They insist 
that the farmers-and their organizations 
and their lobby-have only been trying to 
protect the farmers, to keep them from being 
made the "goat" in a vast inflationary move
ment. 

MISTAKE MONTHS AGO 
The mistake was made months ago. The 

Congress passed the kind of a bill demanded 
by the administration, although at the time 
the representatives of the farmers, in and out 
of Congress, succeeded in getting through 
provisions which made an effective ceiling 
on farm prices impossible. But the admin
istration had its way thoroughly in the 
matter of industrial wages. There was noth
ing whatever in the bill to deal with wages. 
Ever since wages have gone on their way up. 
They are still going up. If they were frozen 
as of today-and the farm prices were frozen, 
too--the farmers would still be behind in the 
procession which is making for the increased 
cost of living. · 

So when the bill riow pending in the Sen
ate to tackle further the question of price 
control was drafted the farmers insisted upon 
getting a better break for themselves, if ~hey 
could. They have been forced to pay exces
sively high prices for farm labor, and many 
of them have been unable to get help at all. 
Either the farm laborers were taken into the 
military service or they hurried away to in
dustrial plants where they coultl make three 

or four times what they had been receiving 
on the farm. 

The demand of the President for a law at 
the hands of Congress to place a ceiling on 
farm products-while he made no such de
mand for a law placing a ceiling on wages, 
although he asserted that they would be 
stabilized-left many Members of Congress 
and the farm organizations dissatisfied and 
suspicious. They saw no reason why there 
should be law for the farmers and none for 
labor. They and their friends in Congress 
set to work therefore to write into the bill 
a provision that would give the farmer the 
right to have the cost of farm labor consid
ered in arriving at the parity price of his 
produce. They also wrote into the bill pro
visions dealing with wages. These provisions 
direct the President to promulgate regula
tions controlling wages. 

THE DEADLINE 
Further, the Senate, which is now consid

ering the bill, has before it a provision di
recting the President to issue a general order 
stabilizing prices, wages, and salaries affecting 
the cost of living "on or before November 1, 
1942." In other words, a deadline is set for 
-the President--just as he set a deadline for 
Congress to act by October 1, 1942. The 
deadline set for the President is just 2 days 
before the elections. 

The House has been denounced widely be· 
cause of its action on the farm price-control 
bill. The Senate is expected to act today. 
Senator THOMAS of Oklahoma has offered an 
amendment directing that in fixing parity 
prices the cost of farm labor must be in
cluded. Well, the costs of farm labor have 
increased greatly, which would have the effect 
of increasing the parity prices. It has been 
shouted from the housetops that to accept 
the House version of the bill or the Thomas 
amendment would be to increase the food bill 
of the American people by $3,500,000,000 a 
year. If it does, the money would not go to 
the farmer, or comparatively little of it 
would. The farmers feel seriously the in· 
crease& they must pay for farm help. Hence 
the demand. 

The present struggle in Congress between 
the President and the legislative branch over 
farm prices has been called an epic struggle, 
upon the outcome of which may hinge the 
continuance of the American form of govern· 
ment. The Chief Executive and Congress 
have had other struggles, just as important 
'at the time, during many years. The Ameri
can form of government has continued to 
stand. 

No one wants inflation in this country. 
There are too many groups and blocs seeking 
to make all the money they can out of these 
war conditions. But to pile all the blame on 
the farmers for present conditions is ridicu
lous. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
President, I submit a new section to be 
added to the joint resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the proposed amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to 
add at the proper place in the joint reso
lution a new section, as follows: 

SEc. -. In order to promote and to secure 
the necessary production of any commodity 
or group of commodities deemed essential to 
the war effort, the President is hereby au
thorized to appoint a J>irector of Supplies 
applicable to the commodity or group of 
commodities of which there is either a short
age or a threatened shortage. 

Mr. THOMAS. of Oklahoma. Mr. 
President, the proposed amendment is 
only permissive; it is not directive. I 
am convinced that at the present time 
there is a shortage of beef products. I 
do not desire to take the time of the Sen-
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ate to call attention to the evidence sup
porting that conviction. If the proposed 
section is adopted and becomes a part of 
the pending measure, at any time a 
shortage in a particular commodity 
should develop the President would have 
the power to appoint a Director of Sup
plies to secure an increase in produc
tion of that commodity. 

I have in mind the recent appointment 
of the Director of Rubber Supply. I feel 
certain that appointment will result in 
a production of rubber as fast as hu
manly possible. Having that in mind, I 
hope the pending amendment will be 
agreed to and taken to c~nference. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, the 
President already has authority sufficient 
to do the very thing suggested · by the 
able Senator from Oklahoma. We did 
not give him any power to appoint a 
Director of Rubber Supply; he already 
had . it, by reason of the war powers 
authority which had been conferred up
on him. He may appoint any director 
or any supervisor or anyone having to do 
with the war effort, as he thinks wise. 
If we should include an amendment such 
as that which has been offered by the 
Senator from Oklahoma and the Presi
dent did not operate under it, I think it 
is probable that someone would criticize 
him for not carrying out the purpose of 
Congress. We have already conferred 
upon him the fullest power and author
ity, and he does not have to come to 
Congress for any more power to appoint 
anyone over anything affecting the war 
effort. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oklahoma yield? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. I merely want to call at.:. 

tention to the fact that under section 2 
(e) of the Price Control Act the Price 
Administrator is already authorized to 
guarantee prices to secure maximum pro
duction and, of course, that was a general 
War Powers Act, and the President may 
transfer the control of it to any commit
tee or to anyone else. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is undoubtedly 
true. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I shall 
riow take the liberty of calling attention 
to the present shortage in the beef sup
ply, and there has been no director ap
pointed as yet to promote the production 
of beef. 

The Secretary of Agriculture recently 
made the following statement: 

Food will win the war and write the peace. 

I quote from the New York Times of 
September 25, 1942. The 1irst article is 
under the following heading: 

Wickard demands weekly meat cut to 2¥2 
pounds each-Secretary limits deliveries to 
retailers by 21 percent for the next 3 months
military needs are told-Army, Navy, lease
lend uses are put at 6,000J>OO,OOO pounds-Of
fice of Price Administration prepares ration
ing. 

I next call the attention of the Senate 
to an article appearing in the Washing
ton Post on September 27, 1942, under 
the following heading; 

Rationing all foods probable fo1· next 
year-Agriculture Department warns short· 
age becoming acute. 

I next refer to the front page of a pub
lication called The Prairie Farmer. 
The leading article is under the following 
headlines: 

Labor shortage threatens food output
Prairie Farmer survey in 81 counties reveals 
need for soldiers on farm front if world is 
to eat in 1943. 

In the middle of the page I find the 
following text: 

Prairie Farmer asked these farm labor 
questions of 81 farm advisers and county 
agrlcultural agents in Illinois, Indiana, Wis
consin and Michigan. Their answers spell 
lower food production in 1943; 

ls there a. labor shortage in your county 
now? Yes--6'7; not serious-12; not yet-2. 

Can your county produce as much food in 
1943 wlth the present labor supply? No-41; 
doubttul-9; yes (if can keep present farm 
labor)-31. 

At the present rate of drafting farm boys 
and farm hands, will any land in your county 
lie idle next year? Yes-53; probably-9; 
won't be farmed as well-16; no-4. 

Mr. President, I also call attention to 
a statement appearing in the FaTmer
Stockman of Oklahoma. The article ap
peared in the October number of the 
publication. I am not sure this issue 
is yet in circulation, but when the issue 
does appear it will contain a full page 
under the heading, "Talks with our read
ers by the editor." 

I desire to call attention to a few of 
the paragraphs from this article, as 
follows: 

FARMERS CAN'T COMPETE 

Wages paid to labor today In war indus
tries and in government construction , proj
ects leave no possible basis on which farm
ers and stockmen can compete. 

A weekly wage for common labor starts 
at $35 and quickly goes up to $50 and more. 
Boys under 20 with little or no mechanical 
training are started at 95 cents an hour at 
some places, which modest l'!tipend brings in 
$4.5.60 for 48 hours. 

Little wonder many small farmers right 
now are rushing the harvest in order to close 
up or sell out to get jobs in defense indus
tries. Some quit or sold out before harvest. · 

It appears that the farm hand may soon 
disappear for the duration. Why shouldn't 
he? Why work: for parity fann wages when 
other wages are double or more? 

We are glad to see these farm bands and 
ex-farmers pull down some good money. 
They have never been overpaid and often 
underpaid. And we are not arlvising them 
what to do. If we did it would do no good. 

We are only again inserting into the .:record 
the fact these hlgh wages have stripped farm 
regions--or soon will--of manpower not sub
ject to the draft which fact will show up in 
reduced farm production ln 1943. 

For that smaller production the farmer 
will in nowise be to blame. We would like 
to put that in the record, also. 

Mr. President, I call attention to an
other publication published in my State, 
the Tulsa Tribune, of date September 
25, 1942. which I have before me. On 
one of its pages are printed several pic
tures of farm sales. It shows that the 
farmers in that section .of tbe State are 
selling everything they have. From the 
article printed in connection with the 
pictures I quote from an auctioneer as 
follows; 

"They're all selling out." Bowline said. 
"Either they can't get help for their farms, 
they can~t get transportation to and from 

their farms, or they are going into the 
service." 

Further along in the article a farmer, 
Mr. Barlett, is quoted as saying: 

What is the farmer going to do about it? 
He can't compete with highly paid jobs when 
it comes to hiring men. And if they put a 
ceiling on the price of livestock, there won't 
be a chance of making anything. A lot of 
farmers are selUng out right now before they 
lose their shirts. 

Mr. President, I have before me an
other newspaper published in my State, 
the Tulsa Daily World of September 23, 
and I quote from it, as follows: 
LA.EOR SHORTAGE THREAT TO FOOD SUPPLY IN 

TULSA-500 MEN TO DEFENSE JOBS IN CANADA 
AND ALASKA, CHAMBER OF COMMERCE TOLD 

More than 500 men have been recruited 
from the Tulsa area for defense jobs in Can
ada and Alaska, it was revealed here Tuesday a 
few hours after directors of the chamber of 
commerce heard predictions that a general 
food shortage may result from loss of farm 
labor. 

John ;&ogers, former president of the 
chamber, declared in the weekly directors' 
meeting that milk rationing is near in Tulsa 
because the dairies cannot get necessary men, 
and declared these high wages are taking 
the men away, and we are going to see all 
kinds of food rationed if we don't keep the 
people on the farm. 

J. W. Campbell, employment officer for 
three companies engaged in defense work in 
Canada and Alaska, said that more than 500 
men have been employed here and others will 
be engaged. · 

"We have :llO trouble getting men because of 
the wages we pay," be said, pointing out that 
a carpenter is paid $1.50 an hour and common 
laborers $1 an hour for the 40-hour week. 
In Canada a carpenter might make $450 a 
month, and his room, board, and laundry 
would be furnished. 

In Alaska the men would pay $1.25 a day 
for room and board. 

The men are sent o~ the first leg of their 
journey in Pullmans, and are flown the last 
1,000 miles to their locations. 

Mr. President, my purpose in' offering 
the amendment was to make the RECORD. 
To me it is obvious that a meat shortage 
threatens the people of the United States. 
In order to prevent a meat shortage 
steps should be taken, and taken now. 
The only way a meat shortage can be 
prevented is to take steps to see to it that 
we have meat, and that can be obtained 
by an increased production of cattle, an 
increased production of hogs, an in
creased production of sheep, and an in
creased production of poultry. The mat
ter is so serious as to demand attention 
and at once. I can do no more than call 
attention to the problem and to place in 
the RECORD my statement of this fear of 
a meat shortage, and to refer to some of 
the evidence which supports my state
ment. 
· The VICE PRESIDENT. · The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. THoMAS]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, in 

view of the President's speech on Labor 
Day, and in view of the .scandalous and 
venal attacks upon the farm bloc by the 
newspapers and subsidized radio com
mentators, I ask that the clerk read at 
the desk an article by George E. Sokol
sky, published in the New York Sun of 
September 29. I wish to compliment the 



7644 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE SEPTEMBER 30 . 

New York Sun for printing such an il
luminating and sensible article. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the .clerk will read as requested. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 
THESE DAYS 

(By George E. Sokolsky) 
LET'S WATCH OUR STEPS 

The debate over inflation has turned itself 
into a debate over farm prices; the debate 
over farm prices has become a debate over 
the effectiveness of Congress; the debate over 
the Congress raises the issue as to whether 
we shall remain a democratic republic or 
be translated into a totalitarian tyranny. 
The 1·ealistic explanation of this most unfor
tunate denouement to the President's ulti
ma tum to Congress lies in the very serious 
question of rising wages-and that, the crux 
of it all, is not being debated. That is po
litical dynamite on the verge of an election. 

WORKERS FOR THE FARMS 

It is not only industrial wages but agri
cultural wages that raises riot with us these 
days. When Senator HATCH thr~w the re
sponsibility for feeding the Nation upon 
those who were opposing the farm bloc he 
was daringly challenging the President and 
the big-city economists who were missing 
the issue altogether. To them this is a 
struggle for power between farm politicians 
and the administration. But the fact is 
that this country will not be fed unless farm 
wages can compete with industrial wages so 
that the pull of workers off the farm ceases. 

In this country most of us are being fed 
not by the small farmer who works a few 
acres himself, but by the large farmer who 
raises surplus crops, such as our grain farmer 
in the Northwest, the beet-sugar farmer of 
Utah, the fruit and vegetable farmer of 
California, and so on. These farmers de
pend on large masses of seasonal labor, often 
migratory labor, which has to be paid in 
some relationship to what the product will 
bring in the market. That labor has become 
frighteningly scarce. In California the elim
ination of the Japanese has made a more 
serious void than we have been told. The 
authorities in Washington have been sug
gesting Negro labor from the South, but this 
has generally met with disapproval for many 
reasons. The Californians desired Mexican . 
labor which, again for many reasons--some 
very idiotic ones-has not been made avail
able. The result is a food tragedy. 

Now this problem is not going to be solved 
by ultimatum, by ridicule of Congress, or by 
prejudice. It involves complicated economic 
and sccial situations, regionally understood 
but misunderstood altogether on the east 
coast. If handled incorrectly we are in for a 
famine, because while you can argue all you 
like about such a political question as a 
second front, there is no argument about 
unplanted seed. What does not go into the 
ground will not come out of it. And even 
when a crop does appear it has to be harvested 
by competent hands or there will be no food. 
This is not politics; it is agriculture, which 
is the essence of the life of any people. 

Of course, we can substitute slave labor for 
free labor on the farms. That would be" a 
short-cut solution. We might station guards 
with machine guns to see that the crops are 
harvested. Those who talk glibly about 
forced labor, about shifting manpower to 
where it is most needed, and about making 
men worlc or fight-they do not begin to ap
preciate the magnitude of the farm problem. 

FARMING IS SKILLED WORK 

Farming in every phase is skilled work
skilled in its own way. To the city slicker 
the farmer may look like a dope, but the 
city slicker would not know what to do when 
he saw cabbage moths hovering over his young 
plants; .he would not know how to milk a 

cow or how to keep the chickens from dying; 
he would not know how to anticipate a frost. 
I have seen these lily-handed gentlemen put 
their money into the soil and it remained 
buried there because the soil is not inter
ested in money or politics; it concerns itself 
with seed and fertilizer and the proper 
amounts of water and sun, and the care of 
soil and plant by firm and trained hands. 
Politicians may argue and great economists 
may debate, but unless the seed goes into 
the ground and is properly handled and har
vested, the Nation will starve. 

The question then is what to do. Cer
tinly the way is not to keep prices of manu
factured goods high and farm prices sta
tionary. That will not work. The way must 
be to keep all prices at a safe level. And 
that must include factory labor. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I offer an 
amendment, which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend
ment offered by the Senator from Ohio 
will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 5, after line 
15, it is proposed to insert the following 
new subparagraph: 

(b) The President shall have power by 
regulation to limit or prohibit the payment 
of double time except when, because of 
emergency conditions, an employee is re
quired to work for seven consecutive days 
in any regularly scheduled workweek. 

And at the beginning of line 16, to 
strike out "(b)" and insert "(c) ." 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the purpose 
of this amendment is to give the Presi
dent the power to limit the payment of 
double time on Sundays and holidays. 
The President has already issued an 
order, but I think there is some doubt 
about its validity, although perhaps if 
it is read to relate solely to war work, 
it may be valid. On the other hand, cer
tainly no penalty is attached to it. I 
believe that we should give him the 
power to limit the payment of double 
time on Sundays. Evidently he feels 
that it should be done. 

I hope that the Senator in charge of 
the bill [Mr. BROWN] will accept the 
amendment. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Ohio showed me the amend
ment. As I understand, it would author
ize the President to limit or prohibit 
double time. It would not, of course, 
direct him to do so. 

Mr. TAFT. It would not direct him 
to do so, but since he has already done 
so, presumably he would act under that 
authority. The amendment would sub
ject any violation of his regulations to 
the penalty contained in the joint res
olution, whereas under the Executive 
order there could be no penalty. 

Mr. BROWN. · Under the terms of the 
Senator's amendment, would the Presi
dent have the right to make exceptions? 

Mr. TAFT. Under the word "limit" 
he might limit it in any way he saw fit. 

Mr. BROWN. In the opinion of the 
Senator, could he make exceptions in 
cases in which he thought it was neces
sary to do so? 

Mr. TAFT. Yes. 
Mr. BROWN. I am satisfied. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 

is on agreeing to the amendment of
fered by the Senator from Ohio . [Mr. 
TAFT]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. BALL obtained the floor. 
Mr. TAFT. I suggest the absence of 

a quorum. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 

following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Andrews 
Austin 
Bailey 
Ball 
Bankhead 
Barbour 
Barkley 
Bilbo 
Bone 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Brown 
Bunker 
Burton 
Butler 
Byrd 
Capper 
Caraway 
Chandler 
Chavez 
Clark, Idaho 
Clark, Mo. 
Connally 
Danaher 
Davis 
Downey 
Doxey 
Ellender 
George 
Gerry 

Gillette 
Green 
Guffey 
Gurney 
Hatch 
Hayden 
Herring 
Hill 
Holman 
Johnson, Calif. 
Johnson, Colo. 
Kilgore 
La Follette 
Langer 
Lee 
Lodge 
Lucas 
McCarran 
McFarland 
McKellar 
McNary 
Maloney 
May bank 
Mead 
Millikin 
Murdock 
Murray 
Norris 
Nye 
O'Daniel 
O'Mahoney 

Overton 
Pepper 
Radcliffe 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Rosier 
Russell 
Schwartz 
Shipstead 
Smathers 
Smith 
Spencer 
Stewart 
Taft 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Tobey 
Tunnell 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
VanNuys 
Wagner 
Wallgren 
Walsh 
Wheeler 
White 
Wiley 
Willis 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Ninety-one 
Senators have answered to their names. 
A quorum is present. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I offer the 
amendment, which I send to the desk and 
ask to have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend
ment offered by the Senator from Min
nesota will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 4, line 14, 
after the words "Sec. 4" it is proposed to 
insert "(a)." 

On page 5, after line 6, it is proposed 
to insert the following new subsection: 

(b) Except as hereinafter provided, no em
ployer shall increase the salary or the 
straight-time hourly wage rate of any of his 
employees unless such increase has been ap
proved by the President or such agency as 
he may designate to administer this subsec
tion. No increase in salaries or in straight
time hourly wage rates above those being 
paid by the employer for the same general 
work on September 15, 1942, shall be so 
approved unless such increase ( 1) does not 
raise such salaries or straight-time hourly 
wage rates more than 15 percent above the 
average salaries or straight-time hourly wage 
rates for the same general work prevailing 
in the affected industry on January 1, 1941, 
or (2) is found by the President or such 
designated agency to be necessary to correct 
gross inequities or to maintain or increase 
essential production. This subsection shall 
not apply in the case of (1) any salary in
crease which does not increase the salary of 
the affected employee to an amount in excess 
of $5,000 per annum, (2) wage increases 
which do not increase straight-time hourly 
wage rates of affected employees to an 
amount in excess of 60 cents per hour, 
(3) wage increases which affect fewer than 
25 employees of a particular employer, or 
(4) any salary or wage increase which com
pensates the affected employee for added re
sponsibility or added work resulting from a 
promotion. The President or such desig
nated agency shall define the conditions 
under which such approval shall be required 
in the case of salaries or wages paid to new 
employees by an employer. 
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Mr. BALL. Mr. President, we have 

spent a week debating the various pro
visions of the joint resolution covering 
ceilings on farm prices. The aggregate 
income of the farmers of America is 
about $15,000,000,000 a year. The ag
gregate total of wages and salaries being 
paid today is about $75,000,000,000, or 
five times as much, 

I believe that rapidly increasing wages 
and salaries are far more infiationary in 
our economy than are farm prices, which 
we have been discussing for a week. It 
is the purpose of the amendment which 
I have offered to write into the bill a 
specific formula for establishing ceilings 
on wages and salaries. The people of 
my State are perfectly willing to accept 
stabilization of our economy and freez
ing of prices, proVided they are sure that 
the freezing or control goes clear across 
the economic board, and that no indi
vidual or group will escape control. We 
can be reasonably sure that prices will 
be frozen under the terms of the joint 
resolution which we are considering to
day. All prices except those of farm 
commodities have been frozen ·at the 
highest levels of March. 

We know that the prices of farm com
modities are to be frozen as of September 
15, if the pending measure be agreed to. 
As a matter of fact, in section 2 of the 
Price Control Act, approved last Janu
ary, Congress fixed definite standards 
for arriving at ceilings on prices. 

I myself thirik that the prices of farm 
products wm have to be increased in 
order to increase their production, but 
such increases will mean no additional 
net income to farmers. T'ney merely 
will cover increased costs of production. 

However, as the joint resolution now 
stands it provides no standards for ap
plying ceilings to wages. All we have is 
the provision of a fioor, a provision that 
the President shall not decrease salaries 
below the highest level obtaining be
tween January 1 and September 15. I 
think that the people of the United 
States, and I know that the people of 
Minnesota, farmers, small business men, 
white-collar workers-and thus far the 
white-collar workers have taken the 
worst squeeze of all in the infiation 
spiral-and even the rank and file of 
labor itself are ready and willing to ac
cept real stabilization provided they are 
certain that it goes clear across the board 
and applies equally and fairly to every
one. I think they are entitled to such 
an assurance from Congress, but I do not 
believe they can have any real assurance 
of it unless we write into the pending 
measure a formula for stabilization of 
wages, a ceiling on wages, if you please, 
fvr the people know that there is a ceil
ing on prices; they know what it is and 
how it works; they know how the ceil
ings on farm prices work; but not one 
man in one hundred knows how the 
Little Steel formula works. Not even 
employers and employees know how it 
applies. 

So I believe that it is the obligation of 
Congress to write into the pending meas
ure a specific formula to control the $75,- · 
000,000,000 of purchasing power and to 
see that it does not increase. Unless we 
do that, all we shall accomplish ·by the 

pending measure will be to slow down the 
spiral a little; but it will keep right on 
going up, because we cannot hold down 
prices if we let wages and salaries con
tinue to rise. What I have just now 
stated is the major purpose of the 
amendment. 

The other purpose is to provide direct 
control over wages and salaries. As the 
joint resolution now stands, the only way 
the President could carry out the direc
tive of Congress to stabilize wages would 
be by indirectly doing so by means of 
his power to decide, through the Army, 
the Navy, or the Maritime Commission, 
what were allowable costs in war con
tracts, or to decide what should be al
lowed by the Treasury Department as 
tax deductions, or through maximum 
prices as fixed by the Office of Price Ad
ministration. In other words, we should 
b~ doing indirectly the wage and salary 
stabilization job-which is the most im
portant job to be done in stabilizing our 
economy-instead of attacking the task 
directly, and simply saying that no wages 
and salaries shall be increased without 
the approval of the President. 

My amEndment was tentatively writ
ten into the pending joint resolution in 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 
It was taken out by a vote of 12 to 7, 
after Philip Murray, president of the 
C. I. 0., had telegraphed to the chairman 
of the committee his objections. The ob
jection to writing a definite formula into 
the pending measure is that . the Little 
Steel formula would permit any wage in
creases which would not bring the total 
increase since January 1, 1941, to more 
than 15 percent. That much was al
lowed because at the time when the 
formula was decided upon and was fixed 
by the War Labor Board the cost of 
living had gone up approximately 15 per
cent. 

The reason for the. desire not to freeze 
that formula into the pending measure 
is that those who take that position be
lieve that the cost of living will continue 
to rise. I myself think that it will do 
so. They will want to change the for
mula when the cost of living goes up an
other 4 or 5 percent; and in that €Vent 
we shall have another increase of 4 or 5 
percent in wages, and then pric~s will 
have to chase them up again, and then 
we shall be back -in the old spiral. 

Provision for such an increase is not 
needed, because the wage formula is 
based on straight-time hourly wage rates. 
I cite the following figures which I have 
received from the Department of Labor: 

In the manufacturing industry, 
straight-time hourly wage rates increased 
17 percent between January 1, 1941, and 
May 1, 1942. In other words, the over
whelming majority of employees ·in our 
manufacturing industries already have 
had all the wage increases that would 
be allowed under the formula; and those 
increases have been made on a straight
time hourly wage rate basis. When we 
consider their average weekly earnings
which are the real criterion, because the 
housewife does not buy groceries out of 
the \Yeekly rate, but out of the weekly 
pay envelope-we find that the average 
weekly earnings in the manufacturing ·in
dustries have increased 35 percent during 

that period. In other words, the average 
weekly earnings are still far ahead of the 
increase in the cost of living. 

At any rate, I think it is time that we 
recognize that we cannot have both guns 
and butter, that we ~annat fight a total 
war, and at the same 'time maintain our 
peacetime standards of living. 

We shall not be able to increase our 
incomes in order to meet every increase 
in the cost of living. Everyone will have 
to make sacrifices. 

In the committee there was some ques
tion about the exemptions provided on 
page 2 of the amendment. First, the 
formula simply provides that no advance 
in wages-and no advance in salaries, 
either-which increases the average 
hourly rate more than 15 percent above 
what the employee was receiving on 
January 1, 1941, shall be approved, and 
that no employer may grant such an in
crease unless it is approved. 

The second proviso grants the Presi
dent or such agency as he may designate 
authority to approve increases beyond 
the 15 percent, when necessary in order 
to correct gross inequities, or when neces
sary-as in the case of copper mining in 
the West-in order to maintain or in
crease essential war production. I think 
we need such fieXibility in the measure. 

Then I have exempted from the gen
eral requirement of approval of all in
creases by the President, salary increases 
which do not raise the employee's salary 
to more-than $5,000 a year. I have ex
empted wage increases which do not in
crease the hourly rate of the employee's 
wages to more than 60 cents an hour. I 
have also exempted wage increases which 
are of a promotional nature and wage 
increases which affect fewer than 25 em
ployees of a particular employer. The 
latter provision is simply in order to take 
care of large companies which have doz
ens of wage adjustments to act on every 
day. They are not general wage in
creases; they are not inflationary. They 
are simply the ironing out of inequalities. 

ProVision for those .exemptions is in
cluded in the subsection simply in order 
to make it practicable of administration, 
for I do not believe we can have every 
employer of one or two persons coming 
to Washington in order to obtain ap
proval of wage changes for his employees. 

I should like to point out, however, 
that the exemptions apply only to that 
subsection; and they would leave com
pletely unimpaired the President's au
thority under section 1, under the other 
subsections of section 4, and under sec
tion 5, to handle wages. He would be ex
empt from the particular requirements 
of the subsection; he would be able to 
handle wages in any way he might see 
fit to handle them. If he desired to go 
below 60 cents an hour he could do so; 
he could make every employer comply 
if he desired to do so. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President 
will the Senator yield? ' 

Mr. BALL. I yield. 
Mr. VANDENBERG. In his message 

o:1. April 27, the President said: · 
I believe that stabilizing the cost of living 

will mean that wages in general can and 
should be kept at existing scales. 
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In his radio broadcast of the same 
week the President said: 

Do you work for wages? You will have to 
forego higher wages for your particular job 
for the duration of the war. Wages in gen
eral can and should be kept at existing scales. 

If I correctly understand the able jun
ior Senator from Mfnnesota, he is sug
gesting that Congress practice what the 
President preaches. Is that correct? 

Mr. BALL. That is absolutely correct. 
I think we owe it to the country to do so. 

· The people of the United States are per
fectly willing to undertake to make any 
sacrifi-ces necessary to be made in order 
to win the war, but they want the as
surance from Congress that their sacri
fices are to be shared equally by every 
group in America. I do not think they 
have confidence today that that will be 
done. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I shall 

take but a few minutes in the discussion 
of the pending amendment. Of course, 
I appreciate the sincerity of the Senator 
from Minnesota in offering his amend-

. ment, but I think it injects an element 
into the provisions of the joint resolution 
which would be difficult to enforce and 

. which would produce confusion in the 
administration of the proposed act. 
Under the terms of the joint resolution 

. 1 as it has been perfected up to now the 
President would have the authority to 
stabilize wages and prices. 

In advance, I desire to say that the 
·Senator from Minnesota is not quite 
accurate in stating that the amendment 
was tentatively agreed to in the com
mittee. What happened was that a 
number of amendments or suggestions 
were brought before the committee and 

_ discussed, and the amendment which the 
Senator has offered had not been reduced 
to writing at the time the committee 
adjourned, and it was understood that 
it could be and would be reduced to. writ
ing by the Senator and printed in the 
bill in italics so 'that we would have it 
before us the next day. The next day, 
when we had it b2fore us and considered 
it, it was defeated, as the Senator stated, 
by a vote of 12 to 7. It had not been 
tentatively agreed to when it was printed 
in italics in the joint resolution. 

Mr. BALL. It is just a question of 
interpretation. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Very well. This is a 
rather awkward amendment. It starts 
out by saying: 

E..xcept as hereinafter provided, no em
ployer :::hall increase the salary or the 
straight-time hourly wage rate of any of his 
employees unless such increase has been 
approved by the President or such agency as 
he may designate to administer this 
subsection. 

That is in effect a repetition of what 
the joint resolution already provides, be
cause these stabilizations must be ap
proved by the President of the United 
States. The amendment then provides 
that he shall not approve any such in
crease except under four separate condi
tions, which are set out ~n the negative: 

No increase in salaries or in straight-time 
hourly wage rates above those being paid by 

the employer for the same general work on 
September 15, 1942, shall be so approved un
less such increase ( 1) does not raise such 
salaries or straight-time hourly wage rates 
more than 15 percent above the average sal
aries or straight-time hourly wage rates for 
the same general work prevailing in the 
affected industry on January 1, 1941. 

In addition to the effort of the Senator 
to fix a limitation by law beyond which 
no increase in wages can go, I think it 
would operate as an invitation to all 
those who have not had any 15-percent 
increase to make application at once, 
because it would be regarded as a con
gressional sanction for an increase of 
15 percent. 

The Little Steel formula, which has 
been worked out by the War Labor Board, 
was based upon wages which existed on 
January 1, 1941, and in view of the esti
mated increase in the cost of living by 15 
percent, at the time that formula was 
written, the Board adopted 15 percent. 
Of course, since that time the cost of liv
ing has gone up to 19 percent; but that 
was not taken into consideration, and is 
not now being taken into consideration, 
in determining the 15 percent. 

For this reason I think the War Labor 
Board or the President himself would 
find difficulty in administering these 
rather complicated provisions of the 
amendment. I think that if we in the 
law set the 15 percent limitation as the 
ceiling, we automaticaly invite all those 
who have not yet received the 15 percent 
increase to come in and ask for it. 

Mr. BALL. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BARKLEY. We do not have to 

look after the interest of those people 
by fixing the ceiling, and we do not have 
to invite them to make an application. 
They are qualified to take care of them
selves, and whenever they think they are 

·entitled· to an increase, they can apply 
for it. We do not have to put into 
the law an inferential invitation for them 
to do so. I now yield to the Senator 
from Minnesota. · 

Mr. BALL. Does the Sen a tor recall 
that chairman Davis, of the War Labor 
Board, in testifying before the commit
tee, said that when the War Labor Board 
fixed the formula, three-fourths of all 
employees had already received the 15 
percent, and that since the Board had 
been operating under the formula, half 
the remaining fourth have received it? 
That does not leave very many who are 
out of it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. He was referring, of 
course, to those whose cases had been 
before the War Labor Board. 

Mr. BALL. He was referring to all 
manufacturing industries. 

Mr .. BARKLEY. The Board does not 
·have jurisdiction over labor rates unless 
a case is brought before them. They do 
not have any jurisdiction to go out and 
cruise around over the labor field. They 
are like courts in that cases have to be 
brought to them before they can pass 
upon them. 

Mr. BALL. I remember inquiring of 
Mr. Davis as to that, and he was referring 
to all manufacturing industry, not merely 
to cases brought before the Board. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Even if that be true, 
he was referring to manufacturing in
dustries in which there are organiza-

tions of workers who have, through col-
·lective bargaining, worked out their rates 
of pay, and, where they have not been 
able to agree, they have come to the 
War Labor Board. But, as I stated a 
few days ago, among all the 50,000,000 
wage earners of this country, there are 
.only about 12,000,000 who are organ
ized, or belong to any labor organization. 

. There are about 38,000,000 workers in all 
branches, such as clerks in dry-goods 
stores, grocery stores, laundry workers, 
and many other classes of employees, 
who do not belong to any organization. 
Therefore, while they legally have the 
right of collective bargaining, they do 
not actually enjoy it, because they have 
no agency through which they can ex
ercise it. 

· The amendment provides: 
This subseCtion shall not apply in the ca~e 

· of ( 1) any salary increase which does not 
increase the salary of the affected employee 

. to an amount in excess of $5,000 per annum . . 

So in determining whether the P:esi
dent, in putting a ceiling on wages and 
salaries, may exercise the authority con
ferred by the amendment, a line is being 
drawn between those who receive less 
than $5,000 and those who receive more. 

I do not wish to go into the different 
theories by which we are dealing with 
wages and prices, because that has been 
a controversial matter during all the 
time we have had the joint resolutior.. be
fore us for consideration. However, we 
have not put a ceiling on agriculture, as 
the Senate!" from Minnesota has said. 
We have provided that no ceiling can be 

· put on agriculture that is under limits 
which we have set. The administration 
cannot go below that floor, but they 
can go as high as they wish. We have 
not put a floor under any wages in any 
law which we have enacted. 

The proposed amendment seeks to put 
a ceiling not only on wages and salaries, 
in instances where employees draw less 
than $5,000, but where the rate is 60 
cents an hour, which is $6 a day for 10 
hours, or $4.80 for an 8-hour day, the 
President is, by the rather roundabout 
way, negative way, in which the amend
ment is drawn, limited in his power even 
to approve an increase in wages agreed 
to by an employer who would raise the 
pay above $4.80 a day for an 8-hour day, 
or $6 a day for a 10-hour day. 

It seems to me that, in addition to 
bringing in the element of confusion, not 
only so far as the President is concerned, 
but as applying to the \Var Labor Board 
as well, and adding tQ- the difficulty of 
administration, the amendment would 
open the way by which those who have 
not made application for an increase in 
wages might look at the law and say, 
"This is what Congress has said about it; 
they have said by indirection, at least, 
that we are entitled to a 15-percent raise 
in our wages and salaries, and therefore 
we will proceed to see if we cannot obtain 
it." 

It seems to me we have amply taken 
care of both the labor situation and the 
price situation in the joint resolution, 
and that the amendment should not be 
agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
i~ on agreeing to the amendment of the 
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Senator from Minnesota [Mr. BALL]. 

. The yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. McNARY (when Mr. AUSTIN's 
. name was called). The senior Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. AusTIN] is necessar
ily absent. He is paired on this question 
with the Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. GUFFEY], who, if present, I am ad
vised, would vote "nay." If present, the 
Senator from Vermont would :vote "yea." 

Mr. WAGNER (when his name was 
called). I have a general pair with the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. REEDJ. I 
transfer that pair to the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. KILGORE] and will 
vote. I vote "nay.'' 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah (when his name 
was called). I have a general pair with 

· the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
BRIDGES]. I transfer that pair to the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. TRUMAN] 
and will vote. I vote "nay." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen

ator from Delaware [Mr. HUGHES] and 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. GLAssJ 
are absent from the Senate because of ill
ness. 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
BuLowJ is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
. [Mr. GuFFEY], the Senator from Nevada 
. [Mr. McCARRAN], the Senator from Mis
souri [Mr. TRUMAN], and the Senator 

· from Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS], are ab
sent on important public business. 

The. Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
KILGORE] is absent on official business in 
connection with the Committee to In
vestigate National Defense. 

Mr. McNARY. I announce that the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
BRIDGES] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. BREW
STER] is absent on business of the Senate 
in connection with the work of the Tru
man committee. 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
TOBEY J has been called from the Cham-
ber necessarily. 

The vote was announced-Yeas 12, nays 
69, as follows: 

Ball 
Barbour 
Burton 
:Rutler 

Aiken 
Andrews 
Bailey 
Bankhead 
Barkley 
Bilbo 
Bone 
Brooks 
Brown 
Bunker 
Capper 
Caraway 
Chandler 
Chavez 
Clark, Idaho 
Clark, Mo. 
Connally 
Danaher 
Davis 
Downey 
Doxey 
Ellender 
George 

YEAS-12 
Byrd 
Holman 
Millikin 
Taft 

NAYS-69 

Gerry 
Gillette 
Green 
Hatch 
Hayden 
Herring 
Hill 
Johnson, Colo. 
La Follette 
Langer 
Lee 
Lodge 
Luca!l 
McFarland 
McKellar 
McNary 
Maloney 
May bank 
Mead 
Murdock 
Murray 
Nonis 
Nye 

LXXXVIII--482 

Thomas, Idaho 
Vandenberg 
White 
Willis 

O'Daniel 
O'Mahoney 
Overton 
Pepper 
Radcliffe 
Reynolds 
~osier 
Russell 
Schwartz 
Shiostead 
Smathers 
Smith 
Spencer 
Stewart 
Thomas, Oklli. 
Thomas, Utah 
Tunnell 
Van Nuys 
Wagner 
Wallgren 
Walsh 
Wheeler 
Wiley 

Austin 
Brewster 
Bridges 
Bulow 
Glass 

So Mr. 
jected. 

NOT VOTING-15 
Guffey Mccarran 
Gurney Reed 
Hughes Tobey 
Johnson, Calif. Truman 
Kilgore Tydings 

BALL's amendment was re-

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi
dent, I call up an amendment in the na
ture of a substitute, which has been 
printed and is on the desk, and ask that 
it be stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend
ment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed 
to strike out all after the enacting clause 
and to insert in lieu thereof the following: 

That in order to aid in the effective prose
cution of the war, the President is authorized 
and directed on or before November 1, 1942, 
notwithstanding the provisions of any other 
act, to issue a general order stabilizing prices, 
wages, and salaries affecting the cost of liv
ing, and such stabilization shall be on the 
highest levels which existed between Janu-
ary 1 and Septemter 15, 1942. · 

SEc. 2. The President may, from time to 
time, promulgate such regulations as may 
be necessary and proper to carry out any 
of the provisions of this joint resolution, and 
may exercise any power or authority con
ferred upon him by this joint resolution 
through such department, agency, or officer 
as he shall direct. 

SEc. 3. _(a) No employer shall pay, and no 
employee shall receive, wages or salaries in 
contravention of the regulations promul
gated by the President under this joint 
resolution. The President shall also pre
scribe the extent to which any wage or sal
·ary payment made in contravention of 
such r€gulations shall be disregarded by the 

· executive departments and other govern
mental agencies in determining the costs or 
expenses of any employer for the purposes of 
any other law or regulation. 

(b) Any person who willfully violates any 
regulation promulgated by the President 
under thiS joint resolution relating to wages 
or salaries shall, 'upon conviction thereof, be 
fined not more than $1,000. 

SEc. 4. The provisions of this joint reso
lution, and all regulations thereunder, shall 
terminate on June 30, 1944, or on such earlier 
date as the Congress by concurrent resolu
tion, or th~ President by proclamation, may 

• prescribe. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi
dent, in view of the spectacle which has 
been presented to the country in the 
past 2 days by the United States Senate, 
when yesterday afternoon it marched 

· bravely up the hill, banners shining, 
bands playing, and flags flying, and to
day, with the same panoply -and cere
mony, marched bravely back down the 
hill, I have no illusions as to the fate of 
the substitute which I have offered. 
Nevertheless, I desire briefly to explain 
the views which I entertain as to this 
legislation, and to tell a few plain truths, 
unpalatable though they may be to some 

. of my colleagues. 
The dangers which are inherent in un

restrained inflation have not been over
'stated by the President. It is not too 
much to say that these dangers can 
scarcely be exaggerated by anyone. 

Last January, with the best of inten
tions, the Congress passed and the Pres
ident signed a price-control bill which I 
considered then and denominated on this 
floor as .a miserable makeshift, certain 

to prove woefully inadequate as a check 
upon inflation, certain to so speedily dem
onstrate its own weakness and ineffi
ciency as to make inevitable an imperi
ous demand for more comprehensive and 
stringent measures. That this conclu
sion was correct has been completely 
demonstrated by subsequent events, by 
the language of the President's Labor 
Day message, and by the , course of the 
debate in this body upon the pending 
measure. I greatly fear, Mr. President, 
that the pending measure in its present 
form contains within itself many of the 
same seeds of inevitable failure which 
led to the futility of the existing law. 

The Senator from Michigan himself 
did not believe that the bill which we 
passed last January was a perfect meas
ure, and frankly so stated on the floor 
of the Senate, but he believed that it was 
the best which could be obtained at that 
time. At that time I very reluctantly 
followed his leadership and voted for the 
bill. 

I was one of the Senators to whom 
the Senator from Michigan showed his 
formula for the present measure before 
he set out upon its actual preparation. 
I wholeheartedly approved that formula, 
as did nearly everyone else to whom he 
showed it. But, Mr. President, the joint 
resolution, as it emerged from the vicissi
tudes of the committee, bears only a 
faint and most repellent likeness to the 
formula with which the Senator from 
Michigan started. Instead of boldly 
striking at the very heart of inflation 
by fixing prices, · wages, and salaries by 
legislative enactment, it launches upon 
new grants of power and sets up new 
discretionary controls with the proba
bility of divergent and contradictory 
policies by the various administrators 
and agencies who will be delegated to 
exercise these vast discretionary powers, 
with results which are likely to mean 
confusion worse confounded. 

I believe that the substitute which I 
am proposing is much more nearly akin 
to the original formula of the Senator 
from Michigan than is the joint resolu
tion as it was reported from the com
mittee. I believe that the time has come 
at long last in this great emergency for 
the Congress of the United States to rise 
to its great responsibility and deal with 
the deadly menace of inflation by legis
lative enactment rather than by craven 
shifting of our responsibility to adminis
trators-for we all know that the Presi
dent, with his multitudinous responsi
bilities, cannot handle these matters 
personally, but must do so through ap
pointive _agenc~ies. 

Mr. President, I do not wish to bore 
the Senate with quotations from my own 
speeches, but I believe that I can most 
briefly explain my views upon the pend
ing measure by a short quotation from 
some remarks which I made at the time 
of the passage of the existing law. 

At the time of the adoption of the con
ference report upon the price-fixing bill 
on January 27, 1942, I said: 

I intend to vote for this conference report, 
but not because I believe it is a good bill. 

· I think it is a bad bill; I think it is an im
provident bill; I think it is an incomplete 
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bill. I think it is a bi11 which is so incom
plete that it will almost immediately demon
strate the necessity, the imperative neces
sity, for its amendment. 

I intend to vote for the conference report 
because I believe it is the best that can be 
done at this particular moment, and I be
lieve that Congress has already dawdled in 
the passage of this very important measure 
altogether too long. I had rather vote for a 
bill-incomplete as this bill is, imperfect as 
it is, certain as I believe it to be that it will 
prove inadequate-which enables the Price 
Administrator at least to set up his machinery 
under some semblance of law, than to send 
the bill back to conference and start it back 
through the legislative mill of consideration 
by the two Houses, and compzl the Price 
Administrator, or whatever other authority 
the President may designate, to continue to 
operate under no authority of law whatever. 

It seems to me to be so plain as to be 
undeniable that the only possible way by 
which inflation can be controlled or curbed 
is by an over-all control, a control which 
would take into consideration all the various 
elements going into our economic and price 
structure; and when I say that I include 
wages, commodity prices, industrial pri.ces, 
transportation, rent-all the other elements 
which go to make up prices. 

I think that sooner or later-and heaven 
knows how much the penalty may be to 
the people of the United States by reason of 
the delay-the Congress will have to face 
its responsibility of saying that w.e shall 
start out, not with piecemeal regulation, not 
regulation of one industry at a time, not 
regulation of one commodity price at a time, 
but start out by having the courage and the 
industry to set up a parity for agricultural 
commodities, for wages, including agricul
tural wages, for rents, and for every other 
economic interest which goes into our whole 
structure, and then by giving the Price Ad
ministrator the authority to take into con
sideration unusual circumstances in any par
ticular industry, and make an exception to 
whatever extent may be necessary. 

I shall, therefore, vote for the conference 
report, not because I believe, with the ma
jority leadel', that is a good bill, but because 
I believe more harm would be done through 
delay in setting up the legal machinery for 
price control than will be done through the 
inequalities of the bill which we are about 
to enact. But I predict now that it will be 
necessary to come back in the very near 
future and undo the work which we have 
been doing for the last 6 months, and in 
which we have been dawdling along, while 
the inflationary curve has been rising -con
stantly, and we have been failing to look the 
situation in the face and impose over-all 
control. 

Mr. President, I make no pretense to 
being a prophet or the son of a prophet; 
but it is a melancholy and undeniable 
fact that this predictJc.!l has come true, 
and that for many months inflation has 
been gaining headway by reason of the 
very deficiencies of the act of which I 
then complained. 

Incidentally, I may say that I followed 
the majority leader and voted against 
the amendment to that bill offered by the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD] 
giving the Secretary of .Agriculture a veto 
power over the decisions of the Price Ad
ministrator, because I thought this would 
be a delusion and a snare to the farmer. 
Beyond controversy this speedily proved 
to be true when the Secretary proceeded 
to sell the farmers down the river. 

Let me for a moment discuss the back
ground of the Price Fixing Act of Janu-

ary, 1942. It is necessary to an under
standing of the present situation. 

That act came to us as an adminis
tration measure. I was one of those who 
was opposed to the provision for 110 per
cent of parity in the existing law, because 
I was opposed to the thing which made 
110 percent of parity possible and neces
sary. That was the omission or exclu
sion of any control of wages and other 
elements of the price skucture. 

Both the 110 percent of parity and tl1e 
omission of wage controls were actively 
supported by the administration leaders. 
The Senator from Kentucky the other 
day in a colloquy with the Senator from 
Wyoming raised some questions as to the 
President's attitude about exclusion of 
wage controls. He said the President 
never said that he was opposed to wage 
control. Well, I don't remember to have 
ever heard any direct public expression 
from the President, but I do know that 
Mr. Henderson, Mr. Ginsburg, and other 
administration officials were active in the 
preparation of the bill, and that num
erous Cabinet officers and other adminis
tration officials were busy lobbying for 
it. I know the opinion that Mr. Hender
son gave in his appearance before the 
committee; he spoke in favor of provid
ing for 110 percent of parity, and for the 
exclusion of wage control. A whole bat
talion surrounded the Capitol with ranks 
closed up and serried. 

I know that I heard the majority lead
er, the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
BARKLEY], stand on this floor and argue 
eloquently against any wage control. I 
know that Speaker RAYBURN and House 
majority leader McCoRMACK took the 
same position. 

Abraham Lincoln, in speaking of the 
Dred Scott decision, once said that if a 
stranger traveling through a vast forest 
saw in widely separated parts of the for
est, apparently unconnected and un
known to each other, James and Franklin 
and Stephen and Roger busily at work 
cutting down trees and hewing out tim
bers and 15hingles for a house, and if at 
the conclusion of their work the products 
of their labors were assembled at soma. 
central place, and if it were found that 
the timbers and joists and other parts 
fitted exactly for the erection of a splen
did edifice, then reasonable men would 
conclude that James and Franklin and 
Stephen and Roger were acting in pursu
ance of some prearranged plan. 

So, Mr. President, when we have ob
served Alben and Leon and Sam and 
John busily engaged in keeping out wage 
controls, and putting in 110 percent of 
parity, reasonable men will conclude that 
Alben and Leon and Sam and John were 
working in pursuance of a program sanc
tioned and supported by the administra
tion. [Laughter.] So much for the ex
isting law. 

So we got the misshapen measure 
sponsored by these distinguished states:. 
men. Almost at once it began to demon
strate its lopsided, ineffectual structure. 
For 8 months it has continued while the 
inflation spiral has continued. Prac
tically all are now agreed that legislation 
should now be enacted to do what we 
should have done last January. Exactly 

how much damage has been done in the 
past 8 months by the deficiencies of the 
existing law it is impossible to estimate. 
Certainly it is huge. But what is lost is 
lost. It can never be regained. The 
only thing we can do now is to put out t~e 
fire, call the dog, and move on to other 
camps. But the vital, the all important, 
the imperative thing is that we should 
not repeat the tragic mistakes we made 
in the act of January 1942. 

The pending bill as it stands presents 
another whopper-jawed, lopsided, 
cross-eyed picture. It starts out bravely 
by prov:ding for stabilization of prices, 
wages, and salaries on the basis of the 
levels which existed on September 15, 
1942, but immediately that definite direc
tion for stabilization is vitally impaired 
by the introduction of the weasel words 
"as far as practical," and then it pro
ceeds to destroy the whole effect of the 
direction by the · inclusion of general 
discretionary powers for the President, 
which, of course, means for the various 
administrators and agencies to adjust 
prices, wages, and salaries whenever the 
administrators in their discretion may 
deem that the formula prescribed by the 
Congress wotks "gross inequities," or 
whenever the administrators in their dis
cretion think that changes are necessary 
to ,aid the effective prosecution of the 
war. 

Here we have purely discretionary 
powers, and we shall have resUlts varying 
in accordance with the views, tastes, and 
capacities of various administrators. 

It is all very well to speak of granting 
these discretionary powers to the Presi
dent of the United States. He is our un
disputed leader in this great emergency. 
As our Commander in Chief he is entitled 
to and is receiving and will continue to 
receive the loyalty and devotion of a mili
tant and united people. But we all know 
as a practical matter that the President 
cannot take upon himself the burdens of 
administering the discretion delegated in 
this bill involving, as it does, matters so 
vast and yet also matters so minute. 
He is the busiest man in the world. As 
Commander in Chief conducting a war 
around the world his responsibilities are 
greater and. more diverse than those of 
any man in the world. Indeed, both the 
committee bill and my substitute make 
provision authorizing the President to 
delegate his powers under the bill to 
administrators or agents. 

What, then, is the practical situation? 
We have one set of standards for prices 
and another set of standards for wages 
and salaries. We all know that in all 
human probability the discretion as to 
fixing prices will be vested in the Price 
Administrator, Mr. Leon Henderson, no
tably hostile to agriculture-and I use the 
term "hostile" in no invidious sense. Mr. 
Henderson is able, conscientious, and 
patriotic; a man of fixed ideas. I mean 
no reflection upon his character or his 
integrity when I say that so far as the 
purposes of the pending measure are con
cerned his attitude is one of hostility to 
agriculture. On the other hand, the dis
cretion as to wages and salaries will in all 
probability be turned over to the Wa_r 
Labor Board, already committed to the 
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principle of wage increases, at least to the 
extent of 15 percent. With Mr. Hender
son going in one direction as to agricul
tural prices, and with the War Labor 
Board going in the other, with Henderson 
pushing down and with the War Labor 
Board lifting up, we should have almost 
a certainty of more confusion and more 
turmoil-yes; and more dangerous dis
sension and inflation-than we have ever 
had before. 

It was by reason of this prospective 
divided discretion that I unhesitatingly 
cast. my vote yesterday for the Thomas 
amendment. If prices and wages are not 
to be fixed by legislative act at given 
levels, if they are to be left to the discre
tion of conflicting and contradictory 
agencies, then I believe that it is of the 
most vital importance that a specific 
limitation be inserted giving the farmer 
credit for his labor costs if a terrific 
shortage of agricultural commodities is 
to be averted-in other words, provisions 
similar to those of the Thomas-Hatch 
amendment. I was, I believe, the first 
Senator on this floor to call attention to 
the desperate situation which was likely 
to develop as to farm labor between the 
exactions of selective service on the one 
hand and the impossible competition of 
munitions factories on the other. 

I voted against the Barkley
O'Mahoney-Tydings-Reed so-called com
promise because I did not regard it as a 
compromise at all, except insofar as it 
would have compromised those · who 
voted for it if it had been submitted. 
So far as the farmer is concerned, under 
the so-called compromise he would be 
in the .same plight as the Indian who 
went out hunting with a white man. 
They hunted all day, but the only game 
they secured was a turkey and a buzzard. 
In the evening the white man said to 
the Indian: "Now, we ought to divide 
the game on some equitable basis, and 
:rn give you the choice. Either I'll take 
the turkey and you take the buzzard, or 
you take the buzzard and I'll take the 
turkey." The Indian looked way off 
and said, "Hell, he ain't said turkey to 
me yet."· That is as it would have been 
with the farmer under the provisions 
of the original Barkley amendment, 
proposed by the majority leader, and 
the coterie whom I presume he repre
sented. 

Mr. President, I presume the modifica
tions which were made here this morn
ing-almost by unanimous consent, I am 
sorry to say-somewhat improved the 
vices of the original formula, at least to 
a face-saving degree, let us say. We 
have the result now, under the provision 
which has been adopted by the Senate, 
that the farmers will be denounced from 
coast to coast by the kept metropolitan 
newspapers and kept radio commentators 
as having gotten away with a steal, but 
in actual effect, when turned over to the 
tender mercies of Mr. Henderson, the 
farmer will get very little more than he 
would have gotten under the original 
iniquitous Barkley compromise, which 
was worse than nothing. 

Mr. President, the substitute which I 
have proposed provides for stopping in
flation by legislative enactment. It gets 
completely away from these dangerous, 

complicating, divergent discretions cer
tain to be the seat of so much bitterness 
and turmoil. It is so simple that every 
man, woman, and child in the United 
States can understand it. It is as certain 
in its effects on inflation as the law of 
gravity. 

Its adoption would mean that the Con
gress of the United States had risen to 
its great responsibility by grappling with 
the monster of inflatibn itself rather than 
passing the buck to administrative 
agencies. 

The whole gist of the substitute is con
tained in one sentence: 

That in order to aid in the effective prose
cution of the war, the President is authorized 
and directed on or before November 1, 1942, 
notwithstanding the provisions of any other 
act, to issue a general order stabilizing prices, 
wages, and salaries affecting the cost of liv
ing, and such stabilization shall be on the 
highest levels which existed between Jan
uary 1, 1942, and September 15, 1942. 

lVIr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? · 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. Let me ask the 

Senator what the phrase "affecting the 
cost of living" means. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The Senator 
will have to ask the Senator from Michi
gan. I copied that from the committee 
formula. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I was asking the 
Senator. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The Sen
ator has been supporting the committee 
formula. He should know the answer to 
his question. I was very dubious about 
quoting those words, but I wanted to 
conform the amendment as closely as 
possible to the language of the com
mittee proposal. ~he Senator is one of 
the sponsors of the committee measure, 
and he should be able to explain that 
phrase better than I can. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The Senator is 
proposing a substitute, which, I am frank 
to say to him, comes closer to meeting 
the formula which I have always urged 
in this body and elsewhere, than any 
other that has been presented. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I say very 
frankly to the Senator from Wyoming 
that I only included that provision be
cause it was in the committee draft. 
I regard it as surplusage, because I con
sider that practically all prices and 
wages affect the cost of living for the 
American people, even if they are in
finitesimal. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I suggest to the 
Senator from Missouri that he improve 
his proposal by striking out that qualify
ing phrase. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. If I thought 
I could gain the support of such an able 
ally as the Senator from Wyoming by so 
doing, I should certainly do it. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The Senator might 
gain my support. Will the Senator 
modify his amendment to that extent? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Is this an exercise of 
collective bargaining here on the floor 
of the Senate? [Laughter.] 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. So far as I 
am concerned, I say very frankly that 
I regard the language as surplusage, and 
therefore would be glad to strike it out. 

Mr. President, my proposal is a simple, 
understandable legislative enactment to 
stop inflation by freezing prices, wages, 
and salaries at the highest level between 
January 1, 1942, and September 15, 1942. 
It gets a way from the system of com
petitive discretions whose effect will be 
to continue the dangerous spiral of in
flation which we all dread so much. It 
will obviate the necessity for farmers to 
come to Washington with their hats in 
their hands to Mr. Henderson to ask for 
some counterweight to some increase in 
wages which has been granted by the War · 
Labor Board in its discretion, and for 
laborers or salaried people to come here 
to do obeisance to the War Labor Board 
and ask for some offset to some increase 
in the cost of living which has been 
gnmted by Mr. Henderson in his dis
cretion. One of the greatest boons which 
could be bestowed upon the American 
people in these troublous times would be 
certainty, and that is accomplished by 
the substitute. 

I would be the last to deny that by this 
formula for freezing prices and wages 
some inequity will be done. Saine in
equity will be done by any formula which 
may be adopted, and I submit that less 
will be done by the formula of this sub
stitute than by any other. If agricul
ture, industry, and labor are treated 
alike, none can justly complain. Cer
tainly the consumer will benefit to a far 
greater extent than by any other for
mula. Inflation will be more certainly 
stopped in its tracks than by any system 
of discretionary controls. 

Mr. President, it is not a pleasant task 
for any of us to stop rises in either prices 
or wages. Most of us have labored for 
years, in peacetime, to bring about in
creases in both wages and prices. But 
these are not normal times. Due to the 
war, all our economy is in the highest 
degree abnormal. Should we permit in
flation to reach its dread potentialities, 
then higher wages will be of no use to 
the wage earner, and higher prices will 
be of no use to the producers. All will 
be sunk together, and our whole economy 
will be destroyed. 

The substitute which I have proposed 
is fair to all because it treats all alike. 
It selects the· highest prices and wages 
at the highest point they have reached 
in an extended period of several months, 
and then it defeats inflation by freezing 
them there. It relieves us from the dan
ger· that little increases on one side and 
little increases on the other side will de
stroy the equilibrium and endanger the 
whole system of price and wage control. 

Mr. President, I think it can scarcely 
be denied that we have failed miserably 
in our first attempt to control inflation 
through the price control law we passed 
in january. The President and the Con
gress must share in the responsibility for 
that dismal failure to enact over-all 
control at that time. We must not fail 
again. I urge with every bit of earnest
ness in my being that we avert that 
catastrophe by legislating for price fixing 
that will stop inflation in its tracks. 
Most of all I urge that the Congress as
sert its authority, perform its duty, and 
maintain its dignity, by legislating, rather 
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than by shifting its own high responsibili
ties to administration agencies. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I do 
not intend to indulge in any extended 
remarks, but I wish to make a brief 
statement. I am very strongly inclined 
to vote for the substitute presented by 
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. CLARK] 
because it is a direct approach to a 
stubborn situation. 

I am very glad to be able to vote either 
for the substitute offered by the Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. CLARK] or the joint 
resolution reported by the committee, 
which has been b'efore the Senate for 
some days. 

Mr. President, I think it is a very 
happy circumstance that the President 
did not follow the advice-if he received 
such advice-from high officials in the 
Government, who are said to have stated 
to him that he had the authority, as 
Commander in Chief, or under the Sec
ond War Powers Act, or under any other 
act, to fix prices and fix wages. The 
President at least was wise enough not 
to follow that advice. I should be un
willing to vote for any measure without 
making the very frank statement that, 
in my humble opinian, there is no pos
sible authority and power in the Presi
dent, under the American Constitution, 
to set aside deliberate acts of the Con
gress, which he himself has approved, 
unless the Congress itself gives him such 
power. I do not care to labor the point, 
but I am very glad the President brought 
the issue to the Congress, and I am very 
happy that he was wise enough not to 
follow the suggestion, if such suggestion 
or advice came to him from any quarter. 
I congratulate the majority leader on the 
straightforward statement he made yes
terday in the debate here that he had 
advised against such a course. 

Mr. Presid-ent, when the original price 
control measure was before the Senate I 
did not speak at length on it, but I ex
pressed doubt and serious misgiving that 
it would accomplish the purposes in
tended. I know that I, as well as other 
Senators on this floor, raised the ques
tion that there was in it no control of 
wages, nor were any effective steps taken 
in the enactment of the measure to 
stabilize wages. I said a little while ago 
in discussing the amendment of the Sen
ator from California, that such inflation 
as we now have in this country had its 
genesis when unemployment began to 
disappear, after the outbreak of the war 
in Europe, with the tremendous demand 
upon our industries to supply war mate
rials to European countries. It became 
especially marked ~ soon as wages be
gan to rise. I refer to factory or indus
trial wages. 

Mr. President, I regret to say so, but 
it is a fact, and nothing now can be 
gained by withholding a straightforward 
statement of fact, that no e1Iective step 
was taken by this Government to check 
or to stabilize the rapidly rising level of 
industrial wages. 

TheTe were two initial causes for the 
inflation. It may be that rising farm 
prices had something to do with it-and 
they did have something to do with it
but they were not one of the initial 

causes. One initial cause was the absorp
tion of the unemployed, with the rapidly 
rising and unchecked and uncontrolled 
wage levels in this country. There was 
another cause. Without very much 
knowledge of what we had on hand in the 
way of raw and strategic materials, and 
without a very intelligent effort to deter
mine what we had on hand, and what 
capacity we had for. replacing it when it 
was gone, we entered upon a program of 
allocation of everything that was needed 
for war purposes. 

Of course, that was unavoidable, and 
no one complains about it. But there 
should have been an allocation between 
essential and irreducible civilian needs 
and necessities, and war needs, with the 
emphasis always on the war needs. 

So certain conditions have developed, 
and I regret to say that in my opinion the 
joint resolution will not stop inflation, be
cause the conditions are already here; 
they are already in existence. The pas
sage of the joint resolution will not 
change them. 

Mr. President, in the first place, if I 
have the correct information---! do not 
know with certainty, but apparently it is 
what we may expect-one agency is go
ing to administer price ceilings on agri
cultural products, and another agency 
is going to administer ceilings on wages. 
Mr. President, it will not work, and-

Faithful are the wounds of a friend-

The President of the United States 
ought to know from the Congress that 
that program will not work. 

One agency may fix the ceilings on 
agricultural products; another agency 
may attempt to regulate wages; but what 
are the conditions? There was no allo
cation between civilian needs, no intelli
gent, well-planned, well-directed alloca
tion, with the result that the volume of 
consumer goods is rapidly declinin-g. If 
they go into places of business in January 
next and take an inventory of the goods 
on band the American people will be 
surprised at the tremendous shrinkage 
they will find in the inventory on all the 
counters, on all the shelves, and the 
goods will not be available to replace 
them. 

Assuming that the price of agricul
tural commodities will be frozen as of 
the level of today, and assuming that 
wages will be frozen as of the level of 
today, both at the same moment, what 
will the condition be? There is already 
in the hands of the people in the United 
States a consuming power-and I include 
all of us who will spend it-of at least 
$19,000,000,000, and it may run as high 
as thirty-odd-billion dollars. It is im
possible merely by ireezing the cost 
of commodities, including agricultural 
products, and of now stopping increases 
in wages, to avoid some in1lation, some 
very definite inflation, because those who 
are in charge of our war program are 
properly diverting more and more and 
more raw materials to war purposes. 
That is unavoidable. We might as well 
face the fact. So many sources of raw 
materials have been cut off from us, 
which we did not anticipate, and could 
not have anticipated-it was unavoid
able-that fewer and fewer coru;umer 

goods will be made. The wage levels are 
already so high that annually from 
twenty to thirty or thirty-five billion 
dollars of purchasing power, consumer 
buying power, will pass into the hands 
of the American people. 

So this measure cannot stop inflation, 
because the conditions which create in
flation are present. It may be that we 
can do something with it in the tax bill; 
but if we do anything in the tax bill, Mr. 
President, we must drive directly at the 
seat of the consumer buying power. It 
will not do any good to crucify corpora
tions, thinking · that that will stop in
flation. Corporations do not spend 
money for consumer goods. They 
spend for production. Their total ex
penditures for consumer goods are neg
ligible. It is the individuals in the 
United States-you and I-who spend 
money for consumer goods. Flowing in
to our hands already, with wages frozen 
as of this moment, is a possible pur
chasing power which will constantly 
press against all the ceilings which we 
can place on prices. With a tax bill 
which will reach the consumer purchas
ing power, and with this measure, we 
may be able to meet e1P. situation. If 
we do not stop altogether the rising costs 
of living, or inflation, we may be able to 
check them in a degree, control them, 
and hold them. That would be a very 
happy result if it could be attained. 

Mr. President, unless the Treasury is 
willing to reach the consumer buying 
power, more high and burdensome taxes 
on other groups and on organizations 
which do not purchase consumer goods 
will not very greatly aid us in the solution 
of this problem. 

Of course, I shall support the measure 
worked out by the committee. I may 
vote for the substitute offered by the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. CLARK], be
cause it is a direct approach to the prob
lem, and it seems to leave these ques
tions outside the hands of agencies which 
may be working with the utmost good 
faith to accomplish the same end; but 
nevertheless they will be working in their 
way, and according to their own ~eth
ods, and they may not always arnve .at 
the same end. If the Senator from Mis
souri calls for a vote on his amendment, 
I shall vote for the substitute offered by 
him. 

I shall vote for the committee measure, 
because I think it has a great deal of 
virtue in it. As I said before, it will not 
stop inflation. It cannot stop inflation, 
because it cannot eliminate the condi
tions which now exist. At best, coupled 
with other things which must be done
and must be done with a great deal of 
courage and without regard to personal 
consequences-it may serve to hold the 
inflationary movement in check. 

Mr. President, I have no more right to 
speak for the American farmer than has 
any other Senator, and have never as
serted such a right; but the American 
farmer has been troubled about this 
measure, not so much because the intelli
gent farmer desires to secure a further 
boost in his prices, except for the single 
purpose of enabling him to meet increas
ing costs which fall on him every day, 
but because he does not think that the 



1942 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 7651 
Congress means, or that the Government 
intends, to check and stabilize wages. 
I am making no attack on labor, any 
more than other Members of the Senate 
who have spoken against the proposals 
offered on behalf of the farmers have 
made attacks on farmers. We are merely 
dealing with facts. Increased wages are 
worth nothing to American labor if the 
rapidly rising costs of living absorb and 
destroy all the wages which come in and 
all the savings which are on hand. Labor 
can be destroyed in that way as quickly 
as in any other conceivable way. In
deed, that is the way in which we can 
conceive of the utter and complete de
struction of labor, the farmer, and all of 
us, in the quickest possible time. 

We might as well deal frankly with 
one another; and we might as well say 
to labor that if wages are not checked, if 
steps are not taken which will reach the 
source of the income already guaranteed 
under the levels reached by factory wages, 
inflation will not be stopped. In my 
opinion, such wages will not be reduced. 
It would be a most difficult task to bring 
about a reduction in wages when once 
wages have reached a certain level. I do 
not know that anyone would contemplate 
such an effort. I am sure that no one 
could think that such an effort would 
succeed or should succeed, so far as direct 
action of the Government is concerned. 
However, we must reach the consumer 
buying power in a quick step after the 
passage of the tax bill, which should be 
before the Senate next week, and add the 
influence of an additional tax measure 
and the influence of this proposal, which 
will be adopted if we expect to accom
plish anything with the problem which 
now confronts us. 

Mr. President, I said that the Treasury 
would have to go in a direction in which 
it has not wished to go. When all is 
said and done, when we have exhausted 
the final effort, we can reach the great 
consumer buying power due to tremen
dous increases in wages by only two tax~ 
ing methods. There may be variations 
of them, and they may be called by va
rious names. One is a gross income tax 
reaching very close to the bottom, if not 
to the bottom. The other is a sales tax 
of consequence. If the Treasury of the 
United States is not willing to go in one 
or the other of those directions, it does 
not matter how high we may pile the 
taxes upon individuals who now have 
savings, or on corporations, we shall not 
reach the vast reservoir of consumer 
buying power. So long as that reservoir 
stands at its present level there is not 
only the threat of inflation, but there js 
a constant pressure upon existing con
ditions which no regulations which we 
can impose on further rises in wages or 
f8.rm prices can possibly solve. 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield before he takes his seat? 

Mr. GEORGE. I am glad to yield. 
. Mr. LEE. Does not the Senator. feel 

that, in addition to the methods sug
gested by him, a compulsory purchase 
of war bonds, sometimes called forced 
savings, and sometimes called draft dol
lars, would relieve the pressure from the 
standpoint of inflation, and also help to 
finance the war? 

Mr. GEORGE. Undoubtedly so, if it 
moved in the direction I have indicated, 
into the reservoir of individual consumer 
purchasing power. However, it does not 
move there. It will not do so. It will 
simply reduce the savings of people who 
already have them-earnings and sav
ings and accumulations of partnerships, 
firms, and corporations which may be 
making profits at this time. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I 
have not discussed the pending measure, 
and I do not intend to discuss it at this 
late hour. I desire to have a word to say 
about the vote which I expect to cast on 
the pending substitute. The President 
has advised us of inflation; he has em
phasized our duty to stop inflation. I 
agree with him entirely as to its danger; 
and if he had not advised us of it, its 
danger is apparent to us all. The Presi
dent has asked Congress to pass a meas
ure to prevent inflation so far as it is 
possible to prevent it. It is the duty of 
the Congress to act, and to act effectively. 
In my humble judgment the substitute 
which has been · offered by the senior 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. CLARK] 
would come nearer stopping inflation 
than would any bill, amendment, or sub
stitute which has been proposed. There
fore, I believe it is my duty to vote for 
the Clark substitute. I shall vote for it. 
I believe it is the best way to stop infla
tion. I said more than a year ago that . 
the Congress should fix ah over-all ceil
ing. I repeat it now. It would have been 
better if we had done so a year ago. 

We must stop inflation, and the best 
and quickest way to do it is for Congress 
to go at the task directly, and to stop in
flation at present levels. For that reason 
I shall vote for the substitute of the Sen
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi
dent, I modify my ·substitute by, in line 
5, striking out the words "affecting the 
cost of living." 

I ask for the yeas and nays on my 
substitute. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, in 

announcing my intention to vote for the 
substitute offered by the Senator from 
Missouri, I desire merely to comment . 
that I am in entire accord with the opin
ion expressed by him, with that expressed 
just now by the Seriator from Georgia 
[Mr. GEORGE], and with that expressed 
by the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
McKELLAR], that the only way to control 
inflation is to freeze all the elements 
which go ·into the cost of the materials 
that are in the economic structure. 

I think the debate which has occurred 
has given altogether too much emphasis 
to the part that agriculture and agricul
tural commodities play in the problem. 

Mr. President, the plain facts are that 
the cost of agricultural commodities is 
only a drop in the bucket. If all agri
cultural commodities which are expected 
to be grown in the United States during 
the year 1942 were to be sold. at the high
est prices established by law or reached 
upon the market, the entire value of all 
the crops would not exceed $14,000,000,-
000. Government expenditures-and I 
say this upon the authority of the Fed-: 
eral Reserve Board, as published in the 

Federal Reserve Bulletin-are now being 
made at the rate of $6,000,000,000 a 
month. In other words, the total gov
ernmental expenditures for 3 months 
exceed by $4,000,000,000 the value of 
all agricultural commodities grown or 
expected to be grown in the United States 
in 1942. 

So agriculture is not and cannot be the 
cause of inflation. As was so well stated 
by the Senator from Georgia, the cause 
of inflation is to be found in the huge 
expenditures which the Government must 
make, and in the rising prices and costs 
which the Government has found itself 
.obliged to pay. · 

Mr. President, I shall merely make this 
remark: Since it is acknowledged by 
every economist and every observer that 
the danger of inflation comes from gov
ernmental spending, the cure is imme
diately obvious. Within the power of the 
Government lies the remedy for the dis
ease with which we are said to be af
flicted. The Government, through the 
War Department, the Navy Department, 
and all the other departments which 
conduct spending, can write the con
tracts in such a manner as to hold down 
the expenditures. So, Mr. President, we 
do not have to have inflation. 

In dealing with the problem of prevent
ing inflation we have been confronted 
with two conflicting theories. The the
ory which we have followed has been the 
selective theory. It has been consid
ered that it would be possible to set up 
a bureau and to clothe it with the power 
to exercise discretion, to make changes 
and allowances, to fix ceilings, and to 
increase wages and prices. 

The other theory-the theory which 
seenis to me to be the only sound one
is the one which is reflected in the sub
stitute offered by the senior Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. CLARK], namely, by legis
lative decree to direct the President to 
freeze all costs. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President. will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. I do not understand whY 

the substitute proposed by the Senator 
from Missouri would freeze ·costs by legis
lative decree any more than that would 
be done by the original joint resolution. 
The substitute offered by the Senator 
from Missouri would freeze all costs 
as of a certain date, as would be done by 
the existing joint resolution. In addi
tion, the substitute of the Senator from 
Missouri would give ·the President the 
power to change prices and wages in any 
way he might choose to do. The original 
joint resolution wou1d do the same thing. 
The substitute of the Senator from Mis
souri would do no more in that respect 
than would be done by the original joint 
resolution, it seems to me. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
did not intend to launch upon a debate 
at this late hour. I merely rose in order 
that the RECORD might show that the 
Members of the Senate comprehend the 
difference between the two theories. I 
disagree with the Senator from Ohio, but 
I do not wish to enter into a debate upon 
the matter at this time. 

It was merely m;9" desire to add a fur
ther comment. It seems to me that per
haps · the outlook is not altogether so 
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dangerous as some of us have been led to 
believe, not so dangerous as some of us 
have pictured it, because the latest Fed
eral Reserve bulletin indicates that the 
people of the United States are now sav
ing money at the rate of $17,000,000,000 a 
year. In other words, if the Federal Re
serve Board's economists are correct, the 
people of the United States today are 
saving more money, by $3,000,000,000, 
than the value of all agricultural com
modities produced or to be produced in 
the United States this year. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I 
wi.sh to call attention to the fact that 
if this amendment shall be agreed to it 
will remove a good many advantages 
which would be given to the farmers 
under the original Senate joint resolu
tion. As I understand, it seals prices at 
the high point of commodities from Jan
uary 1 to September 15. That would be 
all right if all the agricultural commodi
ties had passed above parity, but the 
guaranty of parity is the real basis of 
protection to all agricultural producers, 
and the fact should not be ignored that 
probably a majority of the agricultural 
commodities have never reached parity. 
So, while I think the amendment is cor
rect in principle, I believe it would bring 
about a great injustice to many agricul
tural producers. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield. 
Mr. BROWN. I merely call attention 

to the fact that if it were found neces
sary to increase the production of any 
commodity, that could not be done under 
the rigid restrictions provided by the 
amendment by any promise of an in
crease in price. A fundamental thing in 
the entire price-control law is that in
creases may be made in prices when it 
is necessary for the effective prosecution 
of the war to increase prices. No coun
try that has ever tried price control has 
attempted to freeze solidly every price, 
every wage, every salary that exists with
out provision for adjustments. I say to 
the Senate that it would be most unfor
tunate at this late hour to consider seri
ously an over-all freeze which has had no 
review by any committee whatsoever, 
which I think is brought in merely to 
criticize the measure on which our com- . 
mittee has worked for months and on 
which the Senate has worked for about 
10 days, which will wipe out every pro
tection to the farmer and every protec
tion to the worker. This should not be 
done. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Alabama 
yield to me to reply to what the Senator 
from Michigan has said? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield. 
Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The Sena

tor from Michigan states that this 
amendment was brought in at the last 
minute. I offered the substitute early 
last week. I had it printed, and printed 
in the RECORD. I have discussed it with 
everyone I had a chance to speak to 
about it. The Senator from Michigan, 
when he undertakes .to say that it is · 
brought in for the purpose of criticizing 
him or criticizing his committee, is 

simply misstating the facts, because I 
have no such purpose. 

Mr. BROWN. The Senator criticized 
me, and my effort toward bringing about 
price control. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I think the 
measure proposed by the Senator from 
Michigan does not reach the objective of 
stopping inftation. 

Mr. BROWN. The Senator says the 
price-control law has done nothing. The 
fact is that the price-control law which 
was enacted last January has saved the 
American people billions of dollars. The 
fact is that the price-control law which 
we enacted has kept the cost of living 
just as low, in this great country of 140,-
000,000 people, as the Canadian price
control law, which is held up to the skies 
as a perfect law, has kept it for the little 
Canadian nation of twelve to fourteen 
million people. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The Senator 
should debate that with the President. 
That is the whole occasion for this de
bate. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I 
should like to proceed and finish my 
statement; I have only a few more words 
to say. 

I wish to point out that wheat, corn, 
oats, barley, rye, and all the grains are 
below parity, and have been below parity 
from the beginning, and the substitute 
would prevent them from ever reaching 
parity. That does not apply to cotton, 
but it does apply to all the grains and 
to a number of other commodities. 

Mr. LEE. It would also freeze farm 
wages, which are now so low that if a 
farmer wanted to offer more wages in 
order to produce more wheat, he could 
not do it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
CLARK] in the nature of a substitute. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 
Mr. WAGNER (after having voted in 

the negative). I have a general pair 
with the junior Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. REED]. Not knowing how he would 
vote, I transfer that pair to the senior 
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. KIL-
GORE J, and allow my vote to stand. · 

Mr. THOMAS of .Utah (after having 
voted in the negative). I have a gen
eral pair with the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES]. I transfer 
that pair to the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. TRUMAN], and allow my . vote to 
stand. 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena
tor from Delaware [Mr. HUGHES] and the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. GLAss] are 
absent from the Senate because of illness. 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
BuLow] and the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GUFFEY], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HERRING], the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. TRUMAN], and the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS] are absent on 
important business. · 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
KILGORE] is absent on offlcial business in 

connection with the Committee to Inves
tigate National Defense. 

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
THOMAS] has been unexpectedly called 
from the Se~ate Chamber on official busi
ness. 

Mr. McNARY. The Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. AusTIN] and the Senators 
from New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES and 
Mr. ToBEY] are necessarily absent. The 
Senator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER] is 
absent on business of the Senate in con
nection with the work of 'the Truman 
committee. 

The result was announced-yeas 15, 
nays 65, as follows: 

Byrd 
Chavez 
Clark, Mo. 
Connally 
George 

Aiken 
Andrews 
Ball 
Bankhead 
Barbour 
Barl~ley 
Bilbo 
Bone 
Brooks 
Brown 
Bunker 
Burton 
Butler 
Capper 
Caraway 
Chandler 
Clark, Idaho 
Danaher 
Davis 
Downey 
Doxey 
Ellender 

Austin 
Bailey 
Brewster 
Bridges 
Bulow 
Glass 

YEAS-15 
Johnson, Colo. 
McKellar 
O'Mahoney 
Russell 
Smathers 

NAYS-65 
Gerry 
Gillette 
Green 
Gurney 
Hatch 
Hayden 
Hill 
Holman 
La Follette 
Langer 
Lee 
Lodge 
Lucas 
Maloney 
May bank 
McCarran 
McFarland 
McNary 
Mead 
Millikin 
Murdock 
Murray 

Smith 
Spencer 
Stewart 
Vandenberg 
White 

Norris 
Nye 
O'Daniel 
Overton 
Pepper 
Radcliffe 
Reynolds 
Rosier 
Schwartz 
Shipstead 
Taft 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Utah 
Tunnell 
VanNuys 
Wagner 
Wallgren 
Walsh 
Wheeler 
Wiley 
Willis 

NOT VOTING-16 
Guffey Thomas, Okla. 
Herring Tobey 
Hughes Truman 
Johnson, Calif. Tydings 
Kilgore 
Reed 

So the amendment of Mr. CLARK of 
Missouri, in the nature of a substitute, 
was rejected. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I submit 
a perfecting amendment, which I ask to 
have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend
ment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to 
strike out the words "joint resolution" 
wherever they appear in the joint reso
lution, and to insert in lieu thereof the 
word "act." 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Michigan. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. DANAHER. Mr. Presi-dent, I call 

up an amendment in the nature of a 
substitute for the pending joint resolu
tion, or as it now is amended, the pending 
"act." The amendment is on t.he table, 
and I ask that it be stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend
ment in the nature of a substitute of
fered by the Senator from Connecticut 
will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to 
strike out all after the resolving clause 
and to insert in lieu thereof the follow
ing: 

That in order to aid in the effective pros
ecution of the war, the President is author
ized and directed, on or before November 1, 
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1942, to issue a general order stabilizing 
prices, wages, and salaries, affecting the cost 
of living; and, except as otherwise provided 
in this joint resolution, such stabilization 
shall so far as practicable be on the basis of 
the leyels which existed on September 15, 
1942. The President may thereafter provide 
for making adjustments with respect to 
prices, wages, and salaries, to the extent that 
he finds necessary to correct gross inequities, 
and to the extent that he finds necessary to 
aid in the effective prosecution of the war. 

SEc. 2. Section 2 (;f) and section 3 of the 
Emergency Price Control Act of 1942 are 
hereby repealed. 

SEc. 3. The President may, from time to 
time, promulgate such regulations as may be 
necessary and proper to carry out any of the 
provisions of this joint resolution; and may 
exercise any power or authority conferred 
upon him by this joint resolution through 
such department, agency, or officer as he shall 
direct. The President may not under the 
authority of this joint resolution suspend 
any law or part thereof. 

SEc. 4. (a) Section 1 (b) of the Emergency 
Price Control Act of 1942 is hereby amended 
by striking out "June 30, 1943" and substi
tuting "June 30, 1944." 

"(b) All provisions (including prohibitions 
and penalties) of the Emergency Price Con
trol Act of 1942 which are applicable with 
respect to orders or regulations under such 
act shall, insofar as they are not inconsistent 
with the provisions of this joint resolution, 
be applicable in the same manner and for 
the same purposes with respect to regulations 
or orders issued by the Price Administrator 
in the exercise of any functions which may 
be delegated to him under authority of this 
joint resolution. 

(c) Nothing in this joint resolution shall 
be construed to invalidate any provision of 
the Emergency Price Control Act of 1942, or 
to invalidate any regulation, price schedule, 
or order issued or· effective under such act. 

SEc. 5. (a) No employer shall pay, and no 
employee shall receive, wages or salaries in 
contravention of the regulations promulgated 
by the President under this joint resolution. 
The President shall also prescribe the ex
tent to which any wage or salary payment 
made in contravention of such regulations 
shall be disregarded by the executive depart
ments and other governmental agencies in 
determining the costs or expenses of any 
employer for the purposes of any other law 
or regulation. 

(b) Any person who willfully violates any 
regulation promulgated by the President 
under this joint resolution relating to wages 
or salaries, shall, upon conviction thereof, 
be fined not more than $1,000. 

SEc. 6. The provisions of this joint resolu
tion and all regulations thereunder, shall 
terminate on June 30, 1944, or on such earlier 
date as the Congress by concurrent resolu
tion and all regulations thereunder shall 
prescribe. 

Mr. DANAHER. Mr. President, I have 
in mind to take but a very few minutes 
of the time of the Senate, for I have 
argued substantially all the matter in 
what I sought to lay before my colleagues 
yesterday. It will have become apparent, 
however, to all those who are indulgent 
enough to attend upon the facts, that 
under the parliamentary situation the 
proposed substitute could not possibly 
have been offered, until this minute. 

It seems, Mr. President, that it is perti
nent to point out for the convenience of 
Senators, that section 1 of the pending 
proposed substitute is identically stated 
word for word in the language of Senate 
Joint Resolution 161, as now amended in 
this body. 

Section 3 of the proposed substitute is 
identically coincident with section 2 of 
the joint resolution before the Senate. 

Section 4 of tbe proposed substitute is 
identical with section 7 of the joint reso
lution, and is necessary in order to inte
grate this particular proposed substitute 
with the Emergency Price Control Act. 
That is the purpose which section 7 serves 
in the joint resolution. 

Section 5 of the proposed substitute 
provides that-

No employer shall pay, and no employee 
shall receive, wages or salaries in contraven
tion of the regulations promulgated by the 
President under this joint resolution. The 
President shall also prescribe the extent to 
which any wage or salary payment made in 
contravention of such regulations shall be 
disregarded by the executive departments and 
other governmental agencies in determining 
the costs or expenses of any employer for the 
purposes of any other law or regulation. 

Mr. President, it should be particularly 
noted that in that section th~ President 
is given implicit and explicit power over 
wages. It has been stated here loosely 
that the pending joint resolution before 
us has given no such power. An auto
matic wage control is implicit in the 
very price fixing inherent in establishing 
a maximum over any commodity, be
cause no employer and no manufacturer 
can find it possible to pay a greater rate 
of pay than is permitted under the econ
omy under which he acts. 

In addition, Mr. President, in subsec
tion (b) of section 5 of the proposed 
substitute a penalty is provided for any
one who violates regulations issued by 
the President under subsection (a) of 
section 5. _ 

Furthermore there is the very potent 
deterrent to a violation of section 5 to be 
found in the fact that if the President 
orders that some element of cost shall be 
disallowed for tax purposes, no employer, 
no manufacturer, no producer dare vio
late the section with impunity. 

So, Mr. President, there is a very real 
and a very vivid imposition of wage con
trol in section 5 of the pending substi
tute. But it is identically the same lan
guage which is to be found in section 5 
of Senate Joint Resolution 161. 

Section 6 of the proposed substitute, 
Mr. President, provides for a termination 
date and also for action by the Congress, 
through concurrent resolution, or by . the 
President, through proclamation, to 
terminate the effective operations of the 
powers conferred. So that when in sec
tion 1 we confer the powers on the one 
hand, in section 6 we provide a basis upon 
which they may be returned to the 
Congress. 

All of that, Mr. President, let me say, 
is in accord with the message of the 
President. It is in accord with the. ad
dress which he delivered to the people 
over the radio on the night of September 
7. Above all, Mr. President, the proposed 
substitute in section 2 would execute 
identically the purpose and objective 
which the President sought when he told 
us that the obstacle to an effective price
control lay in section 3 of the Emergency 
Price Control Act. 

I have left until the last minute or two 
my reference to section 2 of the proposed 

substitute, for it seemed to me proper 
that I should invite the attention of the 
Senate ~o the fact that in this particular 
section is to be found the heart of the 
reason and the basis for offering the pro
posed substitute. Not only would it be 
possible to guarantee labor costs to farm-

. ers and to producers of any commodity 
of which there may be a shortage, and 
of which expanded production is called 
for, but it could be done through the 
medium of placing a floor under the 
price of the commodity. That is what is 
important. The cost could be assured to 
the producer. Moreover, it could be guar
anteed a year in advance through the 
legislative authorization contained in 
section 2 of the Emergency Price Control 
Act. 

Mr. BARKLEY and Mr. OVERTON 
addressed the Chair. 

Mr. DANAHER. I yield first to the 
Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, dur
ing the consideration of the substitute 
offered by the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. CLARK], the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. BANKHEAD] pointed out tha·~ under 
that substitute all the efforts we have 
been making to protect producers by 
setting minimums below which a maxi
mum could not be fixed would come to 
naught. I ask the Senator if his amend
ment does not have the same vice, in that 
itt does not provide any protection in the 
way of safeguards-! would not call 
them guaranties-against lowering the 
prices of agricultural products not only 
below the figures set in the Emergency 
Price Control Act, but in the amending 
act which we have been considering for 
the past 10 days? 

Mr. DANAHER. May I answer the 
Senator in more than one sentence? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Certainly. 
Mr. DANAHER. I wish to take note 

of the absence of the junior Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. BROWN] who, as we know, 
will presently return. I may add, for the 
benefit of my colleagues ·who did not 
realize the fact of his absence, that one 
of the reasons for a more elaborate ex
planation than I had expected to make 
was that the time might thus be occu
pied during the necessary absence of the 
Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I appreciate, and I 
am sure the Senator from Michigan ap
preciates, the Senator's willingness to 
speak longer than he intended to speak, 
or longer than he usually speaks, in order 
that he might protect the Senator from 
Michigan. 

Mr. DANAHER. The Senator will 
realize what an effort it is at this hour. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator from 
Michigan is necessarily absent; but I sug
gest to the Senator from Connecticut 
that that courtesy does not require him 
to speak beyond. 6: 45 o'clock, if my mem
ory serves me correctly. 

Mr. DANAHER. Let me answer the 
Senator from Kentucky by saying, in the 
first place, that I disavow his use of the 
word "vice" as pertaining to anything 
which has been suggested in the pro
posed substitute. There is no vice in it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator will 
realize that I am not speaking of vice in 
the ordinary meaning of that word. I 
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might use an expres~on used by Chief 
Justice Hughes when he decided the "sick 
chicken" case. He used the expression 
"fatal infirmity," which expression has 
impressed itself very much upon me. I 
will change the word "vice" to "fatal 
ihflrmity." However, that"is just as bad 
as "vice," so far as the Senator's substi
tute is concerned. 

Mr. DANAHER. Let me dispel from 
the mind of the Senator the alleged 
presence of either vice or fatal infirmity. 
Let me point out to him that under -the 
terms of section 1 of the very measure 
upon which we are about to vote, which 
is identically the same language which 
is in section 1 of the proposed substi
tute, it would be the duty of the Presi
dent to achieve stabilir:ation on the basis 
of the levels existing on September 15, 
194:.2. That is a pertial answer. 

Further, Mr. President, by the removal 
of section 3 of the Emergency Price Con
trol Act we should be removing what .the 
President said was the obstacle to ef
fective price control. 

I now yield to the Senator from 
Louisiana. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, I am 
somewhat surprised that the substitute 
offered by the very able Senator from 
Connecticut does not contain the amend
ment which I offered the other day, and 
which was adopted by unanimous con
sent. That amendment provided tha~ 

Nothing in this joint resolution shall be 
construed to prevent the reduction by any 
private employer of the salary of any of his 
employees which is at the rate of $5,000 or 
more per annum. 

I proceeded with the presentation of 
that amendment to the point only of 
pointing out the very large salaries paid 
throughout the United States, many of 
which are as high as $75,000 or more. I 
did not have occasion to talk about sal
aries being paid by small business to 
its managers, and about other overhead 
expenses. However, many small retail 
businesses must reduce their overhead 
expenses. If they must go to the Presi
dent each time to obtain reduction of a 
salary in excess of $5,000, it will militate 
against the very purposes of the joint 
resolution. I was hopeful that the Sen
ator, with his usual acumen, would in
corporate into his substitute the provision 
which has been unanimously adopted by 
the Senate, and which I have just read 
to the Senate. 

Mr. DANAHER. Mr. President, it 
seems to me that the importunity of the 
Senator from Louisiana is such that no 
one could refuse him. I most certainly 
could not. I shall be happy to modify the 
proposed substitute in the particular 
mentioned. 

Let me point out that my colleague the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. BROWN] 
has now returned to the chamber. I ask 
for the yeas and nays on my amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah <when his name 
was called). I have a general pair with 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
BRIDGES]. I transfer that pair to the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. TRUMAN] 
and will vote. I vote "nay." 

Mr~ WAGNER {when his name was 
called). I have a general pair with the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. REED]. I 
transfer that pair to the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. KILGORE] and will 
vote. I vote "nay." 

The roll call was. concluded. 
Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen

ator from Delaware [Mr. HuGHEs] and 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. GLASS] 
are absent from the Senate because of ill
ness. 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
BuLow] and the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. BAILEY] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GuFFEY] the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
TRUMAN], and the Senator from Mary
land [Mr. TYDINGS] are absent on im
portant public business. 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
KILGORE] is absent on official business in 
connection with the Committee to In
vestigate National Defense. 

The re$ult was announced-yeas 14, 
nays 67, as follows: 

Ball 
Butler 
Clark, Mo. 
Danaher 
Lodge 

Aiken 
Andrews 
Bankhead 
Barbour 
Barkley 
Bilbo 
Bone 
Brooks 
Brown 
Bunker 
Burton 
Byrd 
Capper 
Caraway 
Chandler 
Chavez 
Clark, Idaho 
Connally 
Davis 
Downey 
Doxey 
Ellender 
George 

Austin 
Bailey 
Brewster 
Bridges 
Bulow 

YEAS-14 
Maloney 
Nye 
Ship stead 
Taft 
Thomas, Idaho 

NAYS-67 
Gerry 
Gillette 
Green 
Gurney 
Hatch 
Hayden 
Herring 
Hill 
Holman 
Johnson, Colo. 
La Follette 
Langer 
Lee 
Lucas 
McCarran 
McFarland 
McKellar 
McNary 
May bank 
Mead 
Millikin 
Murdock 
Murray 

Vandenberg 
White 
Wiley 
Willis 

Norris 
O'Daniel 
O'Mahoney 
Overton 
Pepper 
Radcliffe 
Reynolds 
Rosier 
Russell 
Schwartz 
Smathers 
Smith 
Spencer 
Stewart 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Tunnell 
VanNuys 
Wagner 
Wallgren · 
Walsh 

NOT VOTING-15 
Glass Reed 
Guffey Tobey 
Hughes Truman 
Johnson, Calif. Tydings 
Kilgore Wh~eler 

So Mr. DANAHER'S amendment in the 
nature of a substitute was rejected. 

Mr. TAFI'. Mr. President, I had in
tended to answer the claim put forward 
several days ago by the Senator from 
Michigan that under the Second War 
Powers Act the President had the power 
to fix prices. I merely want to put on 
record during the debate my entire dis
agreement with the conclusion which the 
Senator from Michigan stated. I was 
very pleased to observe that apparently 
neither the Senator from Michigan nor 
the Senator from Kentucky, in discussing 
the powers of the President, undertook 
to defend the claim that the President 
has any constitutional power to fix prices; 
but, as I have stated, I desired to put on 
record my disagreement with the state
ment that, outside of the Price Control 
Act, tl)e _President has any statutory 
powers to fix prices, or that outside of 
the measure which we are about to pass 

he will have any power to fix wages. I 
give notice also that I intend to discuss 
the subject somewhat further during the 
next few days, before the pending meas
ure finally becomes law. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate proceed to consider House 
bill 7565, a measure similar to Senate 
Joint Resolution 161. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be stated by title for the information of 
the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill <H. R. 7565) 
to amend the Emergency Price Control 
Act of 1942 to aid in preventing inflation, 
and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on the motion of the Senator from 
Michigan that the s~nate proceed to con
sider House bill 7565. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. BROWN. I offer the following 
amendment, to strike out all after the' en
acting clause and to insert the text of 
Senate Joint Resolution 161, as amended. · 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Michigan. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 

is on the engrossment of the amendment . 
and the third reading of the bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be en
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The question . 

now is, Shall the bill pass? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I ask for the yeas , 

and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered, and 

the legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. . 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah <when his name 
Wl:l,S called). I have a general pair with 
the senior Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. BRIDGEs]. Since he would 
vote as I intend to vote, I am entitled to 
vote. I vote "yea." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. WAGNER (after having voted in 

the affirmative>. I have a pair with the 
junior Senator from Kansas [Mr. REED]. 
I understand that, if present, he would 
vote as I have voted; so I allow my vote 
to stand. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, the 
senior Senator from North Carolina 
[Mr. BAILEY] is unavoidably absent. He 
desires that I announce that, if present, 
he would vote "yea." 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. My colleague the 
senior Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
TYDINGS] is unavoidably absent. If pres
ent, he would vote "yea." 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I announce 
that the senior Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. HUGHES] and the senior Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. GLAss] are absent be
cause of illness. 

The jur..;or Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. GUFFEY] and the junior Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. TRUMAN] are absent 
on public business. 

The senior Senator from West Virginia 
[Mr. KILGORE] is absent on official busi
ness as a member of the Special Commit
tee to Investigate the National Defense 
Program. 
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I am advised that if present and voting 

all the Senators mentioned would vote 
"yea." 

The senior Senator from South Dakota 
[Mr. BuLow] is necessarily absent. 

Mr. McNARY. The senior Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. AusTIN], the senior 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
BRIDGES], and the junior Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. ToBEY], are neces
sarily absent. The junior Senator from 
Maine [Mr. BREWSTER] is absent on busi
ness of the Senate in connection with the 
work of the Truman committee. If 
present, all the Senators referred to 
would vote ".vea." 

The result was announced-yeas 82, 
nays 0, as follows: 

Aiken 
Andrews 
Ball 
Bankhead 
Barbour 
Barkley 
Bilbo 
Bone 
Brooks 
Brown 
Bunker 
Burton 
But'er 
Byrd 
Capper 
Car::: way 
Chandler 
Chavez 
Clark . Idaho 
Clark, Mo. 
Connally 
Danaher 
Davis 
Downey 
Doxey 
Ellender 
George 
Gerry 

Austin 
Bailey 
Brewster 
Bridges 
Bulow 

YEAS-82 
Gillette 
Green 
Gurney 
Hatch 
Hayden 
Herring 
Hill 
Holman 
Johnson. Colo. 
La Follette 
Langer 
Lee 
Lodge 
Lucas 
Maloney 
May bank 
McCarran 
McFarland 
McKellar 
McNary 
Mead 
Mlllikin 
Murdoclt 
Murray 
Norris 
Nye 
O'Daniel 
O'Maboney 

Overton 
Pepper 
Radcliffe 
Reynolds 
Rosier 
Russell 
Schwartz 
Shipstead 
Smathers 
Smith 
Spencer 
S~ewart 
Taft 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Tunnell 
Vandenberg 
Van Nuys 
Wagner 
Wallgren 
Walsh 
Wheeler 
White 
Wiley 
Willis 

NOT VOTING-14 
Glass Reed 
Guffey Tobey 
Hughes Truman 
Johnson, Calif. Tydings 
Kilgore 

So House bill 7565, ·as amended, was 
passed as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc ., That in order to aid in 
the effective prose(~Ution of the war, the 
President is authorized and directed, on or 
before November 1, 1942, to issue a general 
order stabilizing prices, wages, and salaries, 
affecting the cost of living: and, except as 
otherwise provided in this act, such stabil
ization shall so far as practicable be on the 
basis of the levels which existed on Septem
ber 15, 1942. The President may thereafter 
pi·ovide for making adjustments with respect 
to prices, wages, anrt salaries. to the extent 
that he finds necessary to correct gross in
equities, and to the extent that he finds 
necessary to aid in the effective prosecution 
of the war: Provided, That rates charged by 
any common carrier or other public utility 
on September 15, 1942, shall not be increased 
without the consent of the President: Pro
vided further, That nothing in this section 
s •• au be construed as affecting the power or 
autbority of any Federal, State, or municipal 
authority or agency to reduce prices, rates, or 
charges subject to its jurisqiction, or to 
equalize the rates and charges of common 
carriers. 

SEc. 2. The President may, from time 
to time, promulgate such regulations as may 
be necessary and proper to carry out any of 
the provisions of this act; and may exercise 
any power or authority conferred upon him 
by this act through such department, agency, 
or officer as he shall direct. The President 
may suspend the provisions of sections 3 
(a) and 3 (c) and clauses (1) and (2) of 

section 302 (c) of the Emergency Price Con
trol Act of 1942 to the extent that such sec
tions are inconsistent with the provisions 
of this act, but he may not under the author
ity of this act suspend any other law or part . 
thereof. 

SEc. 3 . No maximum price shall be estab
lished or maintained for any agricultural 
commodity under authority of this act or 

, otherwise below a price which will reflect 
to producers of agricultural commodities 
the higher of the following prices, as deter
mined and published by the Secre:tary of 
Agriculture-

( I) The parity price for such commodity 
(adjusted by the Secretary of Agriculture 
for grade, location, and seasonal differen
tials) or, in case a comrarable price has been 
determined for such commodity under and in 
accordance with the provisions of section 3 
(b} of the Emergency Price Control Act of 
1942, such comparable price (adjusted in 
the same manner) , or · 

(2) The highest price received by such 
producers for such commodity between Jan
uary lt 1942, and September 15, 1942. (ad
justed by the Secretary of Agriculture for 
grade, location, and seasonal differentials), 
or, if the market fo such commodity was 
inactive during the latter half of such period, 
a price for the commodity determined by the 
Secretary of Agriculture to be in line with 
the prices, during such period, of other agri
cultural commodities produced for the same 
general use: 
and no maximum price shall be established 
or maintained under authority of this act 
or otherwise for any commodity processed 
or manufactured in whole or substantial 
part from any agricultural commodity below 
a price which will reflect to the producers of 
such agricultural commodity a price therefor 
equal to the higher of the prices specified 
in clauses (1) and (2) of this section: Pro
vided, That the President may, without re
gard to the limitation contained in clause 
(2), adjust any such maximum price to the 
extent that he finds necessary to correct gross 
inequities: Provided further, That modifica
tions shall be made in maximum prices estab
lished for any agricultural commodity and 
for commodities processed or manufactured 
in whole or substantial part from any agri
cultural commodity, under regulations to 
be prescribed by the President, in any case 
where it appears that such modification is 
necessary to increase the· production of such 
commodity for war purposes, or where · by 
reason of increased labQr or other costs to 
the producers of such agricultural commodity 
incurred since January 1, 1941, the maximum 
prices so established will not · reflect such in
creased costs: And provided further, That in 
the fixing of maximum prices on products 
resulting from the processing of agricultural 
commodities, including livestock, a generally 
fair and equitable margin shall be allowed 
for such processing: And provided further, 
That in fixing price maximums for agricul
tural commodities and for commodities proc
essed or manufactured in whole or substan
tial part from any agricultural commodity, 
as provided for by this act, adequate weight
ing shall be given to farm labor; but nothing 
in this section shall be construed to permit 
the establishment in any case of a maximum 
price below a price which will reflect to the 
producers of any agricultural commodity the 
price therefor specl.fled in clause ( 1) of this 
section. 

SEc. 4. No action shall be taken under au
thority of this act with respect to wages or 
salaries (1) which is inconsistent with the 
provisions of the Fair Labor Standards Act 
of 1938, as amended, or the National Labor 
Relations Act, or (2) for the purpose of re
ducing the wages or salaries for any particular 
work below the highest wages or salaries paid 
therefor between January 1. 1942, and Sep
tember 15, 1942: Provided, That the Presi
dent. may, without regard to tbe limitation 

contained in clause (2), adjust wages or sal
aries to the extent tllat he finds necessary to 
correct gross inequities. 

SEc. 5. (a) No employer shall pay, and no 
employee- shall receive, wages or salaries . fn 
contravention of the regulations promul
gated by the President under this act. The 
President shall also prescribe· the extent to 
which any wage or salary payment made in 
contravention of such regulations shall be 
disregarded by the executive· departments 
and other governmental agencies in determin
ing the costs or expenses of any employer for 
the purposes of any other law or regulation. 

(b) Nothing in this act shall be construed 
to prevent the reduction by any private em
ployer of the salary of any of his employees 
which is at the rate of $5,000 or more per 
annum. 

(c) The President shall have power by reg
ulation to limit or prohibit the payment of 
double time except when, because of emer
gency conditions, an employee is required to 
work for 7 consecutive days in any regularly 
scheduled workweek. 

(d) Any person who willfully violates any 
regulation promulgated by the President un
der this act relating to wages or salaries, 
shall, upon conviction thereof, be fined not 
more than $1,000. 

SEc. 6. The provisions of this joint reso
lution (except sees. 8 and 9). and all regu
lations thereunder, shall terminate on June 
30, 1944, or on such earlier date as the Con
gress by concurrent resolution, or the Presi
dent by proclamation, may prescribe. 

SEc. 7. (a) Section 1 (b) of the Emergency 
Price Control Act of 1942 is hereby amended 
by striking out "June 30, 1943" and substitut
ing "June 30, 1944." 

(b) All provisions (including prohibitions 
and penalties) of the Emergency Price Control 
Act of 1942 which are applicable with respect 
to orders or regulations under such act shall, 
insofar as they are not inconsistent with the 
provisions of this act, be applicable in the 
same manner and for the same purposes with 
respect to regulations or orders issued by the 
Price Administrator in the exercise of any 
functions which may be delegated to him 
under authority of this act. ' 

(c) Nothing in this act shall be construed 
to invalidate any provision of the Emergency 
Price Control Act of 1942 (except to the ex
tent that this act is inconsistent with sees. 
3 (a) and 3 (c) of such act), or to invalidate 
any regulation, price schedule, or order issued 
o:: effective under such act. 

SEc. 8 (a) The Commodity Credit Corpora
tion is authorized and directed to make 
available upon any crop of the commodities 
cotton, orn, wheat, rice, tobacco, and pea
nuts for the year 1942 or any subsequent 
calendar year which begins during the con
tinuance of the present w.ar, if producers 
have not disapproved marketing quotas for 
such commodity for the marketing year be
ginning in the calendar year in which such 
crop is harvested, loans as follows: 

(1) To cooperators (except cooperators out
side the commercial corn-producing area, in 
the case of corn) at the rate of 90 percent 
of the parity price for the commodity as of 
the beginning of the marketing year; 

(2) To cooperators outside the commercial 
corn-producing area, in the case of corn, at 
the rate of 75 percent of the rate specified 
in ( 1) above; 

(3) To noncooperators (except noncooper
ators outside the commercial corn-producing 

. area, in the case of corn) at the rate of 60 
percent of. the rate specified in (1) above 
and only on 30 much of the commodity as 
would be subject to penalty if marketed. 

(b) All provisions of law applicable with 
respect to loans under the Agricultural Ad
justment Act of 1938. as amended, shall, 
insofar as they are not inconsistent with the 
provisions of this section, be applicable with 
respect to loans made under this section. 
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SEc. 9. (a) Section 4 {a) of the act entitled 

••An act to extend the Ufe and increase the 
credit resources of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, and for other purposes," ap
proved July 1, 1941 (U. S. C., 1940 edition, 
Supp . I, title 15, sec. 713a-8) , is amended-

( 1) By inserting after the words "so as to 
support" a comma and the following: '"dur
ing the continuance of the present war." 

(2) By striking out "85 percent" and in
serting in lieu thereof "90 percent." 

(3) By inserting after the word "tobacco" 
a comma and the word ••peanuts." 

(b) The amendments made by this section 
shall, hTespective of whether or not there is 
any further public announcement under such 
section 4 (a) , be applicable with respect to 
any commodity with respect to which a pub
lic announcement has heretofore been made 
under such section 4 (a) . 

SEc. 10. When used in this act, the terms 
"wages" and "salaries" shall include addi
tional compensation, on an annual or other 
basis, paid to employees by their employers 
for personal services (excluding insurance 
and pension benefits in a reasonable amount 
to be determined by the President) ; but for 
the purpose of determining wages or salaries 
for any period prior to September 16, 1942, 
such additional compensation shall be taken 
into account only in cases where it has been 
customarily paid by employers to their em~ 
ployees. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
"An act to aid in stabilizing . the cost of 
living." 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, Senate Joint Resolution 161 will 
be indefinitely postponed. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate insist on its amendments, 
ask for a conference with the House 
thereon, and that the Chair appoint the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Vice President appointed Mr. WAGNER, 
Mr. BARKLEY, Mr. BANKHEAD, Mr. BROWN, 
Mr. MALONEY, Mr. DANAHER, and Mr. 
TAFT conferees on the part of the Senate: 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President. I ask 
that there be a print showing the bill as 
passed by the House and the bill as 
passed by the Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered . . 

OVERTIME PAY 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to consider Calendar No.l6'l7, House 
Joint Resolution 346. a joint resolution 
reported from the Committee on Military 
Mairs extending for 2 months the period 
foi which overtime rates of compensation 
may be paid under the acts of June 28, 
1942, and other laws. The Senator from 
Utah [Mr. THoMAS] is in charge of the 
joint resolution. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
this joint resolution should be passed to
day. or the provision for overtime. would 
come to an end tonight. Congress is now 
working on an over-all bill to take care of 
overtime and pay for au employees, but 
it js necessary that this measure be acted 
on tonight in order that there may not 
be confusion in the pay rolls, and that 
until the over-all measure becomes a law, 
the present law may remain in effect. 

The VlCE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection to the present consideration of 
the joint resolution? 

There being no objecticn. the joint 
resolution <H. J. Res. 346) extending for 
2 months the period for which overtime 
rates of compensation may be paid un
der the acts of J~ne 28, 1940 (54 Stat. 
676), October 21, 1940 (5~ Stat. 1205) , 
and June 3, 1941 (55 Stat. 241), was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time. and passed. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Sen
ate proceed to the consideration of 
executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration of 
executive business. 

EXECUTIVE :tEPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee on 
Post Offices and Post Roads: 

Several postmasters. 
By Mr. REYNOLDS, from the Committee on 

Military Affairs: 
Sundry officers of the Army for appoint

ment as officers in the Regular Army under 
the provisions of law. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be 
no further reports of committees, the 
clerk will proceed to state the nomina
tions on the Executive Calendar. 

ARMY SPECIALIST CORPS 

The legislative clerk read the nomina
tion of John Edward Blann to be chief 
liaison officer. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina
tio?:l of John Edgar Upp to be principal 
administrative officer. 

The VIC~ PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the nomination is confirmed. 

POSTMASTERS 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations of postmasters. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask unanimous 
consent that the postmaster nominations 
be confirmed en bloc. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the nom.il1.ations are confirmed 
en bloc. That completes the calendar. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask that the Presi
dent be immediately notified of all con
firmations this day confirmed. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the President will be notified 
forthwith. -

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I in
tend to move that the Senate adjourn 
until tomorrow. It is necessary for the 
Senate to meet tomorrow, because we 
have to wait for the House to give consid
eration to the bill just passed. It is my 
purpose to ask tomorrow that the Senate 
consider measw-es on the calendar to 
which there is no objection, beginning at 
the point where we left off at the last 
call. I make this statement so that 
Senators may be advised. 

I now move that the Senate adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; and <at 

7 o'clock and 'l minutes p. m.) the Senate 
adjourned until tomorrow, Thursday, 
October 1, 1942, at 12 o•clock noon. 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate September 30 (legislative day 
of September 21), 1942: 

ARMY SPECIALIST CORP: 

APPOINTMENTS 
John Edward Blann to be chief liaison offi

cer, headquarters, at a salary of $6,500 per 
annum. 

John Edgar Upp to be principal administra
tive officer, headquarters, at a salary of $5,600 
per annum. 

PosTMASTERS 
MONTANA 

Robert Midtlyng, Deer Lodge. 
Henry C. Wilcox, Joliet. 
Marie D. Laramy, Malta. 
Peter J. Herbst, Plevna. 
Estrid H. Knauts. Richey. 

OHIO 
Mary E. Bakle, Antwerp. 
Roy H. Kerns, Bellefontaine. 
Enoch W. Carman, Belmont. 
Charles F. Hildebolt, Eaton. 
Rolland R. Pettay, Freeport. 
Clelland R. Polen, Lewisville. 
Harry W. Gordon, McConnelsville . 
Thomas H. Rice, New Vienna. 
Lewis T. Williams, New Waterford. 
Paul A. Elick, Payne. 
William I. Dague, Wadsworth. 
Sara J. Bell, Waterford. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 30, 1942 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera 

Montgomery, D. D .• offered the following 
prayer: · 

0 God of the ages, our Father in heav
en, grant that our gladness may be born 
of the conviction that Thou are near. 
Let some new strength be ours. to walk in 
patience in the ways of truth and wis
dom, building on resolution and not on 
regret. letting in the light &.nd .dissipat
ing the darkness. We pray that we may 
glow with moral fervor as under the min
istry of Thy spirit we are exalted by the 
life-giving breezes which come from the 
shoreless seas of another world-the 
heaven of an all-wise Creator. 

"When my father and my mother for
sake me, then the Lord will take me up." 
We praise Thee for this assurance, which 
is more than deliverance or resignation; 
something higher, sweeter; it is a fel~ow
ship with our Father and to this trust 
Thou dost invite us with the promise of 
rest to all bewildered and confused 
hearts. Enable us to draw nearer Thee 
that we may have a fresh meaning and 
power for the vicissitudes of life. 

Set our feet on lofty places, 
Gird our lives that they may be 

Annored with all Christ-like graces 
In the fight to make men free; 

Grant us wisdom. grant us courage 
That we fail not man nor Thee. 

We pray in the holy name of Jesus and 
for His sake. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yes
terday was read and approved. 
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